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I would like to dedicate this project first and foremost to my family. Both the family into 
which I was born and my chosen family. As a low-income, first-generation student, graduate, 
and a Black woman, I have experienced plenty of moments where I felt discouraged, lost, 
uncomfortable and out of place. Without the support of my inner circle: my mother, my 
grandmother, my California family, my best friends and my mentor, I wouldn’t be writing this 
today.  
I am also dedicating this to all of the students who hold identities like mine: past, present, 
and future. My hope is that the impact of this work will support the creation of classroom 
environments that are more inclusive, less tone deaf, and willing to critically lean into discomfort 
in order to push back against predominant Whiteness. I hope that White educators who engage 
with this work are able to create stronger, more genuine relationships with their students of color; 
I hope they are able to change their viewpoint from that of deficit to that of wealth and the most 






Students of color experience feelings of isolation, exhaustion, and tokenization in 
predominantly white higher education spaces (Smith, Yosso, Solorzano, 2006). Specifically, 
students of color feel ostracized and tokenized in the classroom. This experience contributes to 
an overall culture of Whiteness within higher education and leads to the lack of engagement and 
belonging of students of color. It also supports the systems of racism and White supremacy 
within the academy. This field project analyzes the experiences of students of color and provides 
a series of seven workshops for White faculty to begin their journey toward antiracism in the 
classroom.  This field project was created through autoethnographic research and draws from the 
foundations of White identity development and Intergroup Dialogue (Helms, 1992; Tatum, 1994; 
Zúñiga, Nagda, Chesler, & Cytron, 2007). The workshop series serves as a preliminary space 
where White faculty can begin to analyze their own identity power and privilege as White people 
in society and how that power translates to the classroom. Analysis of their own identity will 
allow faculty to approach conversations about race and racism in the classroom with more ease 
and with a critical lens. This workshop series should be followed by intentional programming 







In recent years, students of color on Predominantly White campuses have been utilizing 
their right to protest. With the rise of national and global movements focused around racial 
justice (#BlackLivesMatter, #SayHerName, etc.), students have organized on their college 
campuses to create lists of demands and to enact sustainable change. One of the biggest concerns 
for students of color on college campuses that are classified as Predominantly White is the lack 
of representation of faculty and staff of color, and the lack of cultural competence that many 
faculty and staff members have when interacting with topics of race in the classroom and 
beyond. This results in students of color feeling tokenized, exhausted, isolated, and unwelcome 
on many campuses (Kruse, Rakha, & Calderone, 2018). As spaces of higher learning, critical 
thinking and the challenging of hegemonic systems like whiteness should be at the forefront of a 
college education. Instead, hegemonic systems of whiteness are buried in years of tradition, 
policy, and praxis and are maintained through a campus culture that is sustained by its consistent 
nurturers: staff, faculty, and administrators (Patton, 2016).  
 
Statement of the Problem 
 Colleges and universities in the United States began as homogeneous spaces of higher 
learning that catered to the White, straight, able-bodied, landowning, male elite (Patton, 2016). 
As time continued, more members of marginalized groups within the U.S. were admitted to learn 
within the college atmosphere: women, people of color, people with disabilities, differing 
religious beliefs and sexual orientations (Buck and Patel, 2017). 
 With the presence of many marginalized groups increasing on college campuses today, 
the old, homogeneous structures still affect campus communities through outdated and well-
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meaning policies, practices, and traditions held. Specifically, the experiences of students, staff, 
faculty, and administrators on college campuses cater specifically to the White community. 
Colleges and universities cater to this demographic because of their history of serving white 
communities. As a result, Predominantly White Institutions (PWI) perpetuate Whiteness through 
their majority White demographics; their organizational and structural elements (policies, 
procedures, admission practices, marketing, etc.); their campus culture, comprising their 
behavioral (social interactions) and psychological (perceptions of racial tension on campus and 
the institution’s response to that tension) climates; and the curriculum presented (Bourke, 2016).  
 Many campuses understand the significance of breaking tradition and challenging the old, 
homogenous way of creating and maintaining a sense of community and belonging on campus 
(Moses & Chang, 2006). As a result, many college administrators are investing in training and 
professional development opportunities for students, staff, and faculty around issues related to 
diversity, equity and inclusion (Bezrukova, Jehn, & Spell, 2012). The challenge with the 
opportunities offered is two-fold: (1) many trainings are focused on the student body; staff, 
faculty, and administrators are not receiving or participating in the same level of discourse and 
development around issues of diversity, equity, and inclusion; and (2) in much of the research 
and published training offered, race is rarely stated explicitly (Harper, 2012), causing a large gap 
in interpersonal and intrapersonal learning, along with cultural competency and growth. Without 
addressing issues of race in the United States and on college campuses, the training and 
development offered is not effective in creating transformational change on campus (Tsui, 2000).  
Instead, the effects of this training are manifested in very surface-level attempts to show a 
deeper level of competency with issues of injustice that affect marginalized communities through 
deficit-based programming on campus (like targeted programs aimed at students labeled as “at-
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risk” and Upward Bound programs) and incompetent efforts to recruit students of color through 
intentionally racialized marketing campaigns (Scarritt, 2019). Students of color commit to these 
institutions, and once on campus often feel isolated, excluded and report a sense of hopelessness, 
emotional exhaustion, and at times, defeat (Lewis, Chesler, & Forman, 2000). The effects of the 
predominantly white atmosphere students of color experience is at the hands of staff, faculty, and 
administrators, as they remain “constant” among a transitional student population (Kruse, Rakha, 
& Calderone, 2018). It is critical that staff, faculty, and administration actively engage in 
discourse and professional development that addresses issues of race in a critical and antiracist 
manner so that staff, faculty, and administrators are able to apply this framework/lens to policy, 
procedure, and tradition on campus, as well as address issues of race in the classroom and in 
Student Life programming (Picower, 2009). The effects of this deep reflection and antiracist 
work for staff, faculty, and administrators may support them in challenging students to grapple 
with their own racial realities and apply their learning to the world on a personal and professional 
level, as well as a local, national, and global level (Quaye, 2012). 
 
Background and Need 
The roots of higher education are in racism and White supremacy (Patton 2016). Utilizing 
Omi and Winant’s (2015) definition of race and racism, Ladson-Billings and Tate (1995) applied 
critical race theory to the field of education. Omi and Winant (2015) defined race as a master 
category that reinforces social structure as a process of categorizing people to reinforce social 
structures. Racism is the system through which those social structures are reinforced.  Ladson-
Billings and Tate (1995) attempted to theorize racism within the context of education in regard to 
three main points: (1) “race is a significant factor in determining inequity in the U.S.,” (2) “U.S. 
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society is based on property rights,” and (3) the intersection of race and property creates a tool 
through which social inequity (or inequity within education) can be analyzed and understood. 
Ladson-Billings and Tate (1995) concluded that although race and racism continue to be topics 
that are avoided by the majority - even sociologists, as race is one of the least developed theories 
within the field (Omi & Winant, 1994) - race remains a significant determinant of the structure 
of educational institutions, from physical space, to conditions of buildings, to quality of 
education and treatment of students as race is also considered property (Harris, 1993) and 
influences success as it relates to other identities like socioeconomic status. In regard to 
educational spaces specifically, this means that statistically, students who don’t identify with the 
majority (many times this is the White, straight, middle class, able-bodied, Christian male), are 
experiencing some level of inequity within their education from start to finish. 
This inequity is supported through the engagement students have with the educators in 
school spaces, varying from their specific teachers to the administrators who set policy and 
procedures. Picower (2009) studied the ways in which White pre-service teachers maintain 
racism and White supremacy. Picower (2009) found that White pre-service teachers do this 
because they are not properly prepared to work with students who are racially different than they 
are. Lack of preparedness comes from the absence of discussion and training around race and 
racism throughout their own education. Picower (2009) found that many White pre-service 
teachers were often unaware that they had a racial identity, which ultimately allowed them to 
avoid issues related to race and racism altogether. When a student of color is tethered to an 
educator who doesn’t see themselves as connected to the larger system of racism, the 
consequences loom large as the impact of the teacher’s maintenance of whiteness weigh heavily 
on a student whose identities don’t fit within the confines of the dominant structure. 
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Quaye (2012) discussed the importance of acknowledging racial realities within higher 
education, especially for White educators. Quaye (2012) stated that many of the racial 
conversations within higher education take place with people of color facilitating the 
conversation. He stated that it is necessary for White educators to become comfortable and 
knowledgeable in leading these discussions since it is known that White students respond 
differently to these conversations when they are facilitated by members of their own race (2012). 
This is also important because there is a significant lack of faculty of color representation within 
K-12 and higher education (Picower, 2009; Quaye, 2012). Many White educators choose to 
avoid racial discussions within their classrooms in an effort to promote colorblindness, or the 
minimization of racial differences based on the premise that we are all joined by a universal 
commonality: humanity (Picower, 2009). This is problematic because our society has been built 
on the premise of race (Omi & Winant, 2015; Dudziak, 2009) and ignoring it only supports the 
growth of racism/White supremacy, and ultimately dismisses the needs of students of color in the 
classroom.  
Patton (2016) applied Ladson-Billings’ and Tate’s (1995) work to the field of higher 
education. She critiqued the U.S. higher education system from roots to present day. Patton 
(2016), like Ladson-Billings and Tate (1995), theorized “racism/White supremacy” in the field of 
U.S. higher education with three main points: (1) U.S higher education is rooted in racism/White 
supremacy, (2) U.S. higher education teaches and perpetuates systems of imperialism and 
capitalism, which further fuel the intersections of race, property and oppression and (3) that the 
formal knowledge taught within U.S. higher education is also rooted in racism/White supremacy.  
Higher education has attempted to transform its landscape from a time where people of 
color were not allowed behind its doors (Patton, 2016), however its historic roots continue to be 
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hiding behind each new phase presented. For example, U.S. higher education has taken interest 
in supporting groups of historically marginalized students, specifically students of color by 
providing physical spaces on campuses that are reserved for the presence of students of color 
(Buck & Patel, 2017). These spaces seem to provide a safe haven for students of color (Buck & 
Patel, 2017), but are ultimately useless if staff and faculty are committing racial injustice and 
perpetuating racism and White supremacy by committing and allowing microaggressions across 
campus and in the classroom (Harper & Hurtado, 2007). Campuses are quickly changing the 
landscape to move away from a racialized focus and instead are providing spaces that celebrate 
diversity and focus on inclusion as an overgeneralized term: meaning any type of difference can 
be celebrated within these spaces (Buck & Patel, 2017). These spaces do not serve as critical 
education spaces, nor do they challenge the status quo of campus culture that supports dominant 
ideologies of Whiteness (Buck & Patel, 2017).  
As U.S. higher education institutions continue to change their landscapes in regard to 
diversity and inclusion efforts, there is significant pushback regarding implementation of 
diversity training (Moses & Chang, 2006) that is ultimately leading to the lack of prioritization 
for this training of campus employees (Kruse, Rakha, & Calderone, 2018). The absence of 
education for staff, faculty, and administrators around issues of race and racial injustice is the 
catalyst for student unrest and dissatisfaction with their learning environments as they relate to 
race and racism (Kruse, Rakha, & Calderone, 2018). The absence of this education also supports 
a seemingly, “hidden agenda” within the curriculum coming from faculty when students don’t 
see themselves reflected in the texts assigned to them, and when microaggressions occur in the 
classroom and are not acknowledged by the professor (Lewis, Chesler, & Forman, 2000; 
Margolis & Romero, 1998). These harmful acts of racial injustice can be mitigated through the 
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support of training and workshops provided for all employees on college campuses so that they 
are equipped with the tools to adapt and change their own behavior, ideologies and biases that 
support systems of racism and White supremacy within higher education. 
 
Purpose of the Project 
 The purpose of this project is to conduct a brief ethnography with educators and students 
in U.S. higher education in order to create a series of workshops to be used with staff, faculty, 
and administrators on Predominantly White campuses to support their work in dismantling 
racism on campus. The workshop series will consist of seven workshops that challenge educators 
to confront their own identities and biases, beliefs, and ideologies they hold, and connect this 
with how they interact with students both in- and out of the classroom. This project was chosen 
because of a gap in the literature around diversity and inclusion on college campuses: students 
are inundated with programming around issues of diversity and inclusion, however, staff, faculty 
and administrators are rarely challenged to engage with these issues and ultimately, are unable to 
effectively navigate racial realities on campus and in the classroom.  
  
Theoretical Framework 
 Critical Race Theory helps frame the discussion around inequity in the field of education, 
as it analyzes the role race and racism play in societal inequities that exist within the educational 
system (Ladson-Billings & Tate, 1995). The five tenets of Critical Race Theory (CRT) support 
the evolution of thought around the history of higher education and how that history impacts 
students today: (1) racism is endemic and everyday (Sue, 2010), (2) Whiteness as property 
(Harris, 1993), (3) interest convergence (Dudziak, 2009), (4) intersectionality (Crenshaw, 2009), 
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and (5) counterstorytelling (Delgado, 2000). This thesis will utilize the counterstories of students 
of color in higher education to show the everyday presence of race and racism in the classroom 
and across campus. This thesis will address how White faculty members uphold racism and 
White supremacy in the classroom through the five tenets of CRT and it will provide space for 
educators to reflect and create change within their classrooms. 
Methodology 
This project will utilize autoethnographic experience as an educator and member of the 
community at a private, predominantly White institution in the south of the United States. The 
experience as an educator in the community has positioned the researcher to identify strengths, 
challenges, and needs within the community in order to create an effective curriculum for faculty 
to engage with and to create sustainable change on campus. 
Significance of the Project 
 This project may be significant for pre-service teachers, professors, Student Affairs staff, 
higher education upper-level administrators, and diversity and inclusion consultants within the 
field of higher education. The use of this project may change campus culture with its intent to 
empower white educators to connect differently with themselves, their students, and the world as 
it pertains to race and racism. This project may create opportunities for professional development 
and change in policy and procedure on college campuses, specifically those that identify as 
small, predominantly White communities. Ultimately, as participants of this workshop series 
evolve, their work within this project may support them in creating more brave and safe spaces 





Definition of Terms 
In this project, the following terms will be used when discussing phenomena within the 
field of higher education as they relate to race, racism, and inequity. 
A predominantly White institution (PWI) indicates that an institution’s compositional 
diversity (the demographic numbers indicate that an institution has a majority of White people), 
and its structural and compositional diversity (policies, practices, and traditions that create the 
overall institutional culture) support the dominance and normalcy of whiteness (Bourke, 2016; 
Wille, 2003). 
A brave space is a learning environment that allows students to engage with one another 
over controversial topics while taking the risks of being vulnerable and open with their own 
thoughts, feelings and experiences for the benefit of group learning (Arao & Clemens, 2013). 
Cultural competence is the ability to communicate and adapt behavior effectively across 
cultural similarities and differences (Hammer, 2012). 
Microaggressions are defined as "everyday verbal, nonverbal, and environmental slights, 
snubs, or insults, whether intentional or unintentional, that communicate hostile, derogatory, or 
negative messages to target persons based solely upon their marginalized group membership” 
(Sue, 2010). 
A safe space is “a learning environment that allows students to engage with one another 








REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
 Higher education has traditionally excluded people of color, first through admission 
practices and policies. This practice is continued today through exclusionary policies and 
procedures that permeate throughout the entire college experience for people of color. These 
practices include admission requirements, representation of people of color in an institution’s 
marketing, in employee demographics and throughout the academic curriculum. Each of these 
elements contribute to a culture of Whiteness on college campuses that continue to perpetuate 
racial injustice. For this reason, students of color often report feelings of isolation, tokenization 
and exhaustion on many college campuses, especially those that are categorized as 
predominantly White (Kruse, Rakha, & Calderone, 2018; Smith, Yosso, & Solorzano, 2006; 
Smith, 2008).  
Faculty members in the U.S. higher education system need access to consistent, critical 
training and reflection about race and racism in the U.S. so that they are better able to facilitate 
discussion about these issues in the classroom. The evidence supporting this claim includes (a) 
students of color experience racism within predominantly white higher education classrooms (b) 
educators contribute to the culture of whiteness by avoiding conversations about racism in the 
classroom and (c) research shows the positive impact of Whiteness education. Joint reasoning is 
used to justify the claim that educators need consistent and critical training, reflection and 
education around issues of race and racism because the individual reasons listed cannot stand 






Critical Race Theory frames the discussion around inequity in the field of education, as it 
analyzes the role race and racism play within the educational system (Ladson-Billings & Tate, 
1995). The five tenets of Critical Race Theory (CRT) support the evolution of thought around the 
history of higher education and how that history impacts students today: (1) racism is endemic 
and everyday (Sue, 2010), (2) Whiteness as property (Harris, 1993), (3) interest convergence 
(Dudziak, 2009), (4) intersectionality (Crenshaw, 2009), and (5) counterstorytelling (Delgado, 
2000). This thesis uses CRT to understand the argument for continuous education around race, 
racism and Whiteness for White faculty members in U.S. higher education.  
Utilizing Omi and Winant’s (2015) definition of race and racism, Ladson-Billings and 
Tate (1995) applied critical race theory to the field of education. Omi and Winant (2015) defined 
race as a master category that reinforces social structure as a process of categorizing people to 
reinforce social structures. Racism is the system through which those social structures are 
reinforced.  Ladson-Billings and Tate (1995) attempted to theorize racism within the context of 
education in regard to three main points: (1) “race is a significant factor in determining inequity 
in the U.S.,” (2) “U.S. society is based on property rights,” and (3) the intersection of race and 
property creates a tool through which social inequity (or inequity within education) can be 
analyzed and understood. Ladson-Billings and Tate (1995) concluded that although race and 
racism continue to be topics that are avoided by the majority - even sociologists, as race is one of 
the least developed theories within the field (Omi & Winant, 1994) - race remains a significant 
determinant of the structure of educational institutions, from physical space, to conditions of 
buildings, to quality of education and treatment of students as race is also considered property 
(Harris, 1993) and influences success as it relates to other identities like socioeconomic status. In 
12 
 
regard to educational spaces specifically, this means that statistically, students who don’t identify 
with the majority (many times this is the White, straight, middle class, able-bodied, Christian 
male), are experiencing some level of inequity within their education from start to finish. 
The social inequities analyzed by Ladson-Billings and Tate (1995) follow students 
through their post-secondary education career and into higher education. Patton (2016) used 
Ladson-Billings and Tate (1995) as a foundation for analyzing the history of higher education as 
it relates to race and racism. Patton (2016) found that the roots of higher education are deeply 
embedded in racism since it is endemic and everyday (Sue, 2010). Patton (2016) also found that 
higher education teaches and perpetuates systems of imperialism and capitalism, which further 
fuel the intersections of race, property, and oppression. Therefore, higher education is considered 
formal when it is driving the interests and benefits of White people, upholding and perpetuating 
racism and White supremacy.  
This literature review will utilize the counterstories of students of color in higher 
education to show the everyday presence of race and racism in the classroom and across campus. 
This thesis will address how White faculty members uphold racism and White supremacy in the 
classroom through the five tenets of CRT and it will provide space for educators to reflect and 
create change within their classrooms. 
  
Students of color experience racial battle fatigue in the college classroom 
Research demonstrates that students of color on predominantly white campuses report 
higher levels of physical, behavioral and psychological stress than their white counterparts; this 
is called racial battle fatigue (Smith, Yosso, & Solorzano, 2006). These factors prohibit students 
of color from engaging with the larger campus community, feeling a sense of belonging, and 
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their ability to learn effectively both in and out of the classroom. When students of color are 
unable to engage in the larger campus community, the overarching culture of Whiteness is 
upheld, further alienating students of color.  
 
Microaggressions and people of color 
Microaggressions are “everyday verbal, nonverbal, and environmental slights, snubs, or 
insults, whether intentional or unintentional, that communicate hostile, derogatory, or negative 
messages to target persons based solely upon their marginalized group membership” (Sue, 2010, 
p. 3). Sue (2010) states, “Microaggressions reflect the active manifestation of oppressive 
worldviews that create, foster, and enforce marginalization,” (p. 6).  This means that 
microaggressions are used as tools to maintain a racist societal structure and to maintain the 
positionality of each identity (for example: Whiteness in a position of power). There are three 
forms of microaggressions: (1) microassaults, (2) microinsults, (3) microinvalidations (Sue, 
2010). Microassaults are intentional, consciously expressed, biased beliefs or attitudes toward a 
marginalized person or group. These can be overt or covert statements or acts of violence toward 
people of marginalized groups. Microinsults are “subtle snubs often unconsciously disguised as a 
compliment or positive statement directed toward the target person or group” (Sue, 2010, p. 9). 
Often, this type of language or statement is inherently contradictory, and rather than being 
accepted as a compliment, it is undermined by the biased way of thinking (for example, “You’re 
really smart for a Black person). Microinvalidations are similar to microinsults because they are 
often unintentional and unconscious, however they “directly attack or deny the experiential 
realities” of people of marginalized groups (Sue, 2010, p. 10). The colorblind ideology is an 
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example of microinvalidations as it refuses to acknowledge another person’s race and ultimately, 
invalidates their experiences related to race in society (Sue, 2010).  
Microaggressions impact people of color in four ways: (1) biologically and physically, 
(2) emotionally, (3) cognitively, and (4) behaviorally (Sue, 2010). Biological and physical 
impacts include levels of stress that significantly affect disease and increase susceptibility to 
illness. Emotional effects include anxiety, feelings of isolation, exhaustion, and depression. 
When people of color experience microaggressions, they also experience cognitive disruption as 
they try to process the situation at hand. This emotional and cognitive labor takes away from the 
general task(s) at hand. It can also activate stereotype threat in that person, which could lead to 
lower performance and productivity. Behavioral effects of microaggressions might include a 
distrust or suspicion of the majority group, a need to comply, assimilate or acculturate to the 
dominant group, rage or anger, fatigue and hopelessness, and strength through adversity (Sue, 
2010). Strength through adversity is only created as a survival skill in order to navigate a hostile 
environment (Sue, 2010). Although people of color experience microaggressions often, students 
of color on college campuses in the U.S. experience microaggressions that lead them to feeling 
isolated from their peers and college community. 
 
Microaggressions and students of color 
Students of color experience behavioral and psychological stress factors that contribute to 
their racial battle fatigue. Examples of behavioral stress include: withdrawal from campus and 
poor academic performance. Examples of psychological stress include anger, anxiety and 
depression. These types of stress are caused when students of color experience microaggressions 
from their peers, faculty members, and other members of their community (Franklin, Smith, & 
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Hung, 2014). Students of color report having a physiological response to these everyday 
violations. Physiological responses include heart pounding, sweating, shaking, lump in the 
throat, and more (Franklin, Smith, & Hung, 2014). Many microaggressions committed include 
when White students don’t believe that a student of color is smart enough to be in a high-level 
course, or that all students of color know and can mimic pop culture references related to their 
race. Students of color hold in their frustrations and sometimes change their behaviors in order to 
survive. Ultimately, this means students of color are upholding the mainstream, predominantly 
White culture of the campus community in order to protect themselves and reach graduation. 
This experience is exacerbated on predominantly White campuses because students of color 
don’t have large communities of color within the campus to turn to for support.  
Students of color do not only experience microaggressions from their peers. They 
experience microaggressions and other negatively racialized experiences with their faculty 
members both in and out of the classroom. Students of color report feeling a lack of support and 
respect from their faculty members as well as an overall pressure to conform to stereotypes 
regarding their race (Smith, Yosso, & Solorzano, 2006; Smith, 2008). Oftentimes, this results in 
students of color being the representatives for their race in class, minimizing their differences in 
regard to race rather than celebrating them, and it can even result in students of color justifying 
their place in class or in society (Lewis, Chesler, Forman, 2000). This type of added pressure, 
along with the general pressure of performing and succeeding academically and socially within 
the college environment, causes students of color to feel alienated and ultimately, withdraw from 
engaging on campus and succeeding academically.  
The experiences that students of color report having in the predominantly White 
classroom, where they are often asked to serve as the representative of their race, are not what 
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students of color expect from their faculty members or of their higher education experience. In 
fact, students of color expect that their faculty members are able to create a classroom 
environment that doesn’t tokenize them, but rather challenges the preconceived stereotypes 
around their race (Hubain, Allen, Harris, & Linder, 2016). Students of color would like to see 
faculty members encouraging the general population of students to think critically about their 
own perceptions of race and racism both on campus and in the world, but are often met with 
disengagement from White faculty and White peers, who prefer to deflect or change the subject 
when confronted with an opportunity to engage deeply and authentically with issues of race and 
racism (Hubain, Allen, Harris, & Linder, 2016).  
Students of color continue to experience racial microaggressions on campus, both in and 
out of the classroom. Students of color have reported that one of the easiest ways for them to 
cope with the racial climate on campus is to accept what is happening (Franklin, Smith, & Hung, 
2014). When students of color accept the racial harm that is happening around them, they are 
unable to perform to the best of their ability academically because of the psychological, 
behavioral, and physiological factors that weigh on them as a result of the consistent 
microaggressions and comments on their racial identity. These stressors impact a student’s health 
and result in what is called racial battle fatigue, which ultimately leads students of color to 
feeling burnt out, exhausted, and isolated from the larger campus community.  
 
Higher education faculty members contribute to a culture of whiteness in the classroom 
Historically, higher education has been a homogeneous space, with no required 
curriculum for understanding, combating and challenging issues of race or racism (Patton, 2016). 
This means that in a traditional college curriculum, no student is required to reflect on their life 
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experience regarding race/challenge their own belief systems around issues of race. Research has 
shown that when in the higher education space, White educators tend to shy away from critically 
challenging beliefs about race and racism in the classroom (Hubain, Allen, Harris, & Linder, 
2016). By avoiding conversations about race and racism, or by minimizing the significance of 
race, White educators are upholding the predominant culture of Whiteness that is so prevalent 
throughout many college campuses. This public display of support shows White students and 
students of color that the predominant culture of Whiteness will always be supported and 
relevant. 
Research shows that many White, pre-service educators hold deficit-based biases toward 
students of color (Picower, 2009). Picower (2009) worked with White, pre-service K-12 
educators, however her work can be used as a foundation when thinking about White educators 
in higher education as well. Picower (2009) found that not only do many White pre-service 
educators struggle to see their Whiteness as a racial identity, but that because of this, they were 
able to deny any form of racial hierarchy, since Whiteness is not considered within the construct 
of race (Picower, 2009; Kincheloe & Steinberg, 1997). The impact of White educators’ lack of 
knowledge and understanding of their own culture supports the hegemonic ideology of 
meritocracy (Picower, 2009). This creates a deficit-based view of students of color because it 
implies that their position in society is due to a lack of ascribing to the mainstream culture and 
expectations (in this case, Whiteness). This is problematic because as White educators prepare 
for the increasingly diverse classroom, deficit-based ways of thinking further perpetuate White 
supremacy in the classroom and impact students negatively, especially students of color.  
Quaye (2012) discussed the importance of acknowledging racial realities within higher 
education, especially for White educators. Quaye (2012) stated that many of the racial 
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conversations within higher education take place with people of color facilitating the 
conversation. He stated that it is necessary for White educators to become comfortable and 
knowledgeable in leading these discussions since it is known that White students respond 
differently to these conversations when they are facilitated by members of their own race (2012). 
This is also important because there is a significant lack of faculty of color representation within 
K-12 and higher education (Picower, 2009; Quaye, 2012). Many White educators choose to 
avoid racial discussions within their classrooms in an effort to promote colorblindness, or the 
minimization of racial differences based on the premise that we are all joined by a universal 
commonality: humanity (Picower, 2009). This is problematic because our society has been built 
on the premise of race (Omi & Winant, 2015; Dudziak, 2009) and ignoring it only supports the 
growth of racism/White supremacy, and ultimately dismisses the needs of students of color in the 
classroom.  
 Harper (2012) completed a study that found that many higher education researchers were 
unable to explicitly name racism as a consistent issue on college campuses. A total of 255 peer-
reviewed articles and studies were considered, and race was consistently avoided among reasons 
for which minoritized students negatively experience higher education. Instead of outright listing 
racism as a reason, many articles state that racism “may,” “might” or “could” contribute to a 
negative experience for students of color. Experiences like (1) relationships with faculty 
members, (2) levels of student involvement and engagement, and (3) “at-risk” status and 
retention issues are all listed and described without attributing racism as a significant piece of the 
picture. Many studies also opted to use other words in place of “racist” or “racism”: 
marginalized, unsupportive, harmful, isolating, discriminatory, exclusionary, etc. (Harper, 2012). 
As new research is produced within the field, educators use the information to influence their 
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praxis. If the research is unable to explicitly state and examine issues of race within higher 
education, faculty are also learning that race and racism remain topics that are not negatively 
affecting the classroom experience, nor are they topics with and upon which faculty themselves 
should reflect and engage. 
 Harper and Hurtado (2007) completed a fifteen-year study that focused on the common 
themes among racial climates on college campuses in the United States. Their findings included 
students of color indicating that they felt isolated and exhausted based on their racial experiences 
in the classroom specifically due to the curriculum (assignments and readings written by and for 
White people) and professors unwilling to acknowledge the unequal presence of Whiteness 
(Harper & Hurtado, 2007). Margolis and Romero (1998) stated that there is a hidden curriculum 
that supports Whiteness when faculty members do not openly address race and racism in the 
classroom, whether it be associated with the texts on the syllabus, or the world’s current events. 
The impact is the disengagement of students of color in the classroom, and their further isolation 
on campus. White students do not benefit from this method either, as they are unable to confront 
harmful ideologies around race that they’ve internalized through adolescence.  
 Faculty members, specifically White faculty members, play a major role in the 
connections students of color have throughout their college career. These include their 
connection to the institution, to the faculty members, to their peers, and to the culture of the 
campus. As students who spend a great deal of their time in class and studying for class, it is 
crucial that educators spend time acknowledging experiences of race in the classroom. This 
acknowledgement creates a more inclusive space for students of color and benefits White 




Research demonstrates the positive impact of Whiteness education 
Many institutions remain stagnant with their agendas around diversity and inclusion and 
their model for professional development of faculty (Kruse, Rakha, & Calderone, 2018). Within 
their agendas for diversity and inclusion fall education around Whiteness and racism. Moses and 
Chang (2006) discussed the rationale behind this type of education as a positive experience for 
college campuses and a necessary investment for college communities. Moses and Chang (2006) 
stated that the empirical impact of diversity education on all students is positive and produces 
more aware and involved citizens. Although Moses and Chang (2006) were referencing currently 
enrolled college students, the premise applies to educators and faculty members as well; all 
members of the campus community are learners at all times. Moses & Chang (2006) also stated 
that the use of diversity education can significantly impact the experiences and the learning 
outcomes for all students on campus, either positively, or negatively, depending on how and 
when diversity education is implemented. As Moses & Chang were referencing currently 
enrolled college students, this statement once again applies to all members of the campus 
community, especially faculty members who are meeting with students frequently and are in 
charge of creating inclusive learning spaces. 
As colleges and universities remain stagnant on the implementation of diversity 
education and cultural competency training for their faculty, the impact is greater racial tension 
on campus and greater experiences of alienation, isolation and exhaustion for members of color 
within the community, specifically students. Kruse, Rakha, and Calderone (2018) highlighted 
that because of the lack of investment in this type of education for their faculty and student 
populations, students of minoritized groups have begun organizing and creating cultures of 
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unrest on their campuses in an effort to demand the prioritization of their lives and experiences 
on campus, as they relate to race. 
Kruse, Rakha, and Calderone (2018) outline six ways in which campuses can begin to 
make cultural shifts on their campus that allow for the prioritization of cultural competency 
building for faculty members. These efforts include: (1) time for faculty to meet, learn, and 
process new learning, (2) time to monitor, evaluate and refine processes and practices in the 
classroom, (3) communication structures that support the work of cultural competency, (4) a 
climate of trust and openness to improvement and learning campus-wide, (5) supportive 
leadership and (6) access to expertise designed to support new learning at the individual and 
organizational levels. Without the institutional support and the investment in educators, faculty 
are left to struggle in the classroom as students perpetuate and experience racism on campus and 
beyond and return to the classroom space to make sense of it all. Faculty who haven’t reflected 
deeply upon their own ideologies and experiences are unable to appropriately address and 
facilitate dialogue around race and racism in the classroom as it appears, and the impact is 
negative for all. 
To begin the conversation among faculty and to support the creation of a climate of trust 
and openness, the following methods of Whiteness identity education have been implemented 
successfully among the higher education field: Layla Saad’s (2018) Me and White Supremacy 
journal, Intergroup Dialogue (Zúñiga, Nagda, Chesler, & Cytron, 2007) and Beverly Daniel 
Tatum’s work with White identity development (1994). 
Saad (2018) created a 28-day challenge for people who identify as White or who hold 
White privilege to learn about White supremacy and to reflect and journal about the ways in 
which they might uphold White supremacy in their everyday life. Saad’s journal includes several 
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parts: (1) a significant portion of the book is dedicated to setting expectations for the reader and 
reflector. This portion of the book also includes important definitions and explanations about 
what White supremacy is and how it might show up in every person’s life. The significant 
amount of time dedicated to creating the proper setting for learning about White supremacy is 
most notable within this book; it creates a space for White learners to do the work on their own 
without having to engage people of color in the emotional labor of teaching about their 
experience. Saad (2018) also includes guidelines for doing this journaling work within a group of 
White people which includes creating group communication guidelines and ensuring that each 
member of the group has an opportunity to engage vocally. (2) The bulk of the book is dedicated 
to journaling and reflecting on the many ways in which White supremacy manifests through tone 
policing, color blindness, stereotypes, the centering of White people and experiences, and many 
more. Saad’s (2018) work modeled an effective way for White educators to engage with and 
reflect upon their own ideologies around racism and White supremacy that also allow for them to 
create sustainable change in the classroom. 
Intergroup Dialogue was born out of the Program on Intergroup Relations (IGR) at the 
University of Michigan in 1988 in an effort to address racial inequity and tension (Ford, 2018). 
Its purpose was to support student learning around inter- and intra-group experiences as they 
relate to different social identities (age, race, class, sex, sexual orientation, gender, religion, etc.). 
Intergroup Dialogue (IGD) was later defined (Zúñiga, Nagda, Chesler, & Cytron, 2007) as a 
“facilitated, face to face encounter that aims to cultivate meaningful engagement between 
members of two or more social identity groups that have a history of conflict” (Ford, 2018, p. 6). 
IGD that aims to increase learning around race, for example, would bring together people of 
color and White people. Intragroup dialogue allows for members within the same social identity 
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group to explore that identity (Ford, 2018; Adams, Bell, & Griffin, 2016). All variations of IGD 
allow participants the opportunity to learn and reflect on their own identities as well as the 
systems of privilege, oppression, and discrimination. This is achieved with the support of trained 
facilitators to create an environment where participants are able to communicate critically and 
openly about their experiences and beliefs. By doing this, participants are able to listen actively, 
communicate effectively, change perspective and reach understanding through dialogue about 
injustice (Ford, 2018; Sorensen, et. al., 2009).  
 Beverly Daniel Tatum (1994) explores the process for teaching about race and racism in 
predominantly White spaces. Tatum (1994) uses Janet Helms’ (1992) model of White racial 
identity development to outline six different stages that White people will experience as they 
learn about their White identity. Identity development is different for White people and people of 
color because of the different social positions each group occupies (Tatum, 1994). White people 
need to first realize their Whiteness and how they participate in the structure of racism on an 
individual level. Then, they are able to acknowledge the structure of institutional racism and 
reflect on how they take part in that system. Helms breaks White identity development into these 
two major phases (Tatum, 1994; Helms, 1992). 
 The six stages of White identity development include (1) the contact stage, (2) the 
disintegration stage, (3) the reintegration stage, (4) the pseudo-independent stage, (5) the 
immersion/emersion stage, and (6) the autonomy stage. The first stage, the contact stage, often 
includes individuals who have not yet realized or acknowledged their racial identity as White. 
Tatum states that many in this stage will describe themselves as “normal” (1994, p. 464). This 
stage includes a limited awareness of the structure of socialization around race and lends itself to 
a colorblind ideology where individuals see themselves as holding no prejudices (Tatum, 1994). 
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Participation in a space where White people are challenged to confront their own racial identity 
will often push them into the disintegration stage, where they begin to see how much life in the 
U.S. is affected and structured around racism. This stage can initially be met with denial from 
White students, but as they continue to engage, they begin to see that the only way to dismantle 
racist systems is through action. Students then move into the reintegration stage, where they fall 
into a space of justifying racism in a way that places the responsibility of creating change among 
the people who are being othered by society.  
 The second major phase of White identity development, outlined by Helms (1992) and 
Tatum (1994), includes the pseudo-independent stage, the immersion/emersion stage, and the 
autonomy stage. White people in the pseudo-independent stage have a deeper awareness about 
how institutional racism works within society and no longer resort to or rely on explanations that 
include placing blame or the responsibility of dismantling racism on those being othered by 
society. In this stage, White people begin to create a positive definition of Whiteness, although 
they may find themselves seeking out like minded individuals and people of color with whom 
they can learn and discuss issues of racism (Tatum, 1994). White people move into the 
immersion/emersion stage as they continue to dig deeper and try to answer the question of, “Who 
am I?” in regard to race. It is common for people to seek out role models with similar identities 
(i.e. White, female/male, similar religion, socioeconomic status, ability, etc.) who are on the 
journey toward racial justice, too. Lastly, White people enter the autonomy stage, where they 
now hold a new view of themselves and their Whiteness, which is internalized positively. Once 
people reach the autonomy stage, their work is not complete, however. This process is ongoing 
in order to continually challenge systems of racism in the spaces they occupy (Tatum, 1994). As 
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the process is continued, White people then move into an ally role as they share their knowledge 
among other White people and actively challenge racist ideologies and systems (Tatum, 1994). 
 Whiteness education for people who work in educational settings, specifically White 
faculty, is necessary and beneficial for the entire campus. As students of color often report 
feeling isolated and exhausted due to a lack of awareness and education from their White peers 
and faculty members (Kruse, Rakha, & Calderone, 2018), continuous Whiteness education could 
be a clear, impactful solution to the experience of students of color. Whiteness education will 
also support White faculty members in guiding their White students through the levels of White 
racial identity development while providing a more academically rigorous classroom for all, 
without the emotional labor and tokenization of students of color (Quaye, 2012; Kruse, Rakha, & 
Calderone, 2018; Tatum, 1994; Helms, 1992).  
Summary 
 This literature review claims that faculty members in the U.S. higher education system 
need access to consistent, critical training and reflection about race and racism in the U.S. so that 
they are better able to facilitate discussion about these issues in the classroom. Evidence that 
supports this claim includes  (a) students of color experience racism within predominantly white 
higher education classrooms (b) educators contribute to the culture of whiteness by avoiding 
conversations about racism in the classroom and (c) research shows the positive impact of 
Whiteness education. The claim and body of evidence addresses the need for consistent critical 
training and reflection about race and racism in the U.S. by showing that students of color feel 
exhausted and isolated from their fellow, White campus community members (faculty and 
students) (Kruse, Rakha, & Calderone, 2018); students of color feel exhausted and isolated 
because of the way in which faculty address, or in some cases, fail to address, race and racism in 
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the classroom; and the impacts of Whiteness education are beneficial for all because they support 
the awareness and acknowledgement of the presence of Whiteness in society. With my thesis, I 
propose to create a curriculum for White faculty members in U.S. higher education that guides 
them through the White identity development process in order to better serve their students in the 
classroom. The curriculum will consist of seven workshops to be used in all-White faculty 
groups over the course of a semester. 
 
CHAPTER III 
THE PROJECT AND ITS DEVELOPMENT 
 
Brief Description of the Project 
 This project contains a series of seven workshops for White faculty teaching at a 
predominantly White college. The series of workshops serves to spark the learning of White 
faculty members about their own White identities so that they may appropriately address and 
respond to discussions about race and racism in the classroom. The seven workshops were 
created to complement the six “statuses” of White identity development as described by Helms 
(1992), Tatum, (1994), and Utt and Tochluk (2016). The seventh workshop serves as a space for 
reflection on the workshop series, connection to other faculty teaching in similar disciplines, and 
for creating action steps once the workshop series is over. Each facilitation guide for each 
workshop in the series contains the following information: who should facilitate, learning 
outcomes, purpose of the workshop and purpose of each activity within the workshop, materials 
needed, facilitator preparation, procedure of activities, time required for the total lesson and each 
activity, built-in break time, and a review of suggested readings for the upcoming workshop. All 
activity worksheets and suggested readings are attached to the end of each corresponding 
facilitation guide. Workshop participants will also be asked to reflect on their own White identity 
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and the development of that identity through a series-long writing assignment. Directions for this 
assignment are included in the appendix immediately following the first facilitation guide. 
 
Development of the Project 
Positionality and motivation of the researcher 
 I, as the researcher, am an employee of the college for which I am writing this workshop 
series. I do not work as a faculty member. I am a staff member and department head for the 
Office of Diversity and Inclusion on campus, which is a relatively new office and was created in 
the last two years. I am a woman of color and, in regard to the demographics of the rest of 
campus, I am one of the only women of color and people of color on Student Life staff and staff 
overall.  
 In my experience at work, I’ve listened to countless student experiences that mimic my 
own in the academy, both as a student and as a professional. Students of color often appear in my 
office and find that the space is one of the only, if not, the only, space on campus they feel they 
can be present and share their real, raw experiences on a predominantly White campus. Students 
have expressed concern and frustration with the lack of cultural competency and ability to 
discuss race in the classroom or address it in a way that promotes critical thinking for all in the 
classroom. Students of color report to me their feelings of isolation and emotional exhaustion 
from bearing the brunt of the conversation and having to share their own experience as a person 
of color in the United States for the sake of their classes’ and professors’ learning. Students 
confide in me and look for advice about how to cope with their own feelings of racial battle 
fatigue (Smith, Yosso, & Solorzano, 2006) and how to approach professors about the harm that 
takes place for them in the classroom. 
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 My role is unique in that I am situated within the Division of Student Life (a primarily 
student-facing role), but I also serve as a resource for the entire campus. This means that in my 
role, I also hear from faculty members on campus who feel lost, anxious, and afraid that their 
lack of knowledge and experience with people of color does not qualify them to discuss race or 
racism in the classroom. Oftentimes, I am asked to attend classes with faculty members and 
begin the conversation. Opportunities to attend classes and engage also show me the lack of 
foundational understanding and knowledge that faculty members have about the experiences of 
people of color in relation to their own identities, biases, and positionalities.  
 The culture of the predominantly White, liberal arts college at which I work is 
overwhelmingly White, liberal, and colorblind (Hayes & Juarez, 2009; Zamudio & Rios, 2006; 
Bonilla-Silva, 2003). The culture, at first glance, is open, welcoming, and seemingly willing to 
try on new ideas and ways of thinking and doing. However, the presence and pervasiveness of 
Whiteness, along with the incessant need of liberal White folks to be considered “good people,” 
(Hayes & Juarez, 2009), creates a space that implicitly and very negatively impacts people of 
color. White folks are often so wrapped up in being considered “well-intentioned” and “good 
people,” that they don’t take the time to reflect and learn about the practices they uphold in their 
everyday lives that are harmful to people of color, and ultimately uphold the systems of racism 
and White supremacy on campus (Zamudio & Rios, 2006). The centering of Whiteness on 
campus only exacerbates the racial battle fatigue (Smith, Yosso, & Solorzano, 2006) that 
students of color experience every day.  
 As a colleague, a mentor, and an active member of the campus community, I am 
passionate about creating this workshop series as the beginning of the conversation for faculty 
members who are dedicated to creating change in their classrooms and in our shared community. 
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I want to see success for both sides: students and their peers, and faculty as they lead rigorous 
discussions about the history we are making every day. Faculty are a small piece of the campus 
community; however, they hold a significant amount of power and influence regarding the 
campus culture, and they also hold a significant space in the lives of students of all backgrounds.  
 
Purpose of the project 
 The driving force behind this project is my experience as both a student and a staff 
member in predominantly White settings. However, through the development of this project, 
many significant political and historical events are taking place that have influenced the growth 
and creation of this project. The first being the experiences of students of color within the 
predominantly White space as they navigate the effects of COVID-19. In my work, I’ve always 
been focused on equity and justice for those pushed to the margins of society, and COVID-19 
has only widened the inequities that students of color, specifically, experience. Many colleges 
across the United States were forced to close their doors and send students home. This created an 
opportunity for students to receive refunds on housing, meal plans, etc. Many students of color 
are attending my institution on scholarships or they serve as resident advisors, which means their 
housing is free. This created inequity as there was no additional funding or support for students 
who did not receive refunds. On the administrative side, there was no acknowledgement of the 
inequities that may arise as a result of COVID-19. I believe that if there was a foundational 
understanding of the campus culture (Whiteness and its pervasiveness), there might have been 
deeper conversation and thought put into the support for students of color.  
 The second, significantly political and historical event that took place was the murder of 
George Floyd by four police officers in Minneapolis, Minnesota (Hill, Tiefenthäler, Triebert, 
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Jordan, Willis, & Stein, 2020). Floyd’s murder was caught on camera and went viral on social 
media, sparking a global wave of protests in support of the Black Lives Matter movement in the 
United States. Floyd’s murder was on the heels of two other unjust and immoral killings of Black 
people in the United States: Breonna Taylor and Ahmaud Arbery (Brown, 2020). These murders 
specifically, and the global uprising that followed, began to spark a multitude of conversations 
about the many ways in which racism is still alive and well within different facets of the United 
States culture. There is a lot of attention on the field of education, as the masses are realizing that 
histories they’ve been taught in school are “whitewashed,” and “sanitized.” This points to a 
larger issue within the field of education: people are not taught to discuss or analyze the presence 
of racism around them. As many White people within the United States, especially White 
educators, are captivated by the current historical and political moment and movement, there is a 
desperate search for action steps to take in order to immediately address racism and solve issues 
of racism in the classroom. The effects of the current political and historical moment on White 
educators are a good start, however the action items cannot be completed without first addressing 
the racism that lives internally. It is crucial that White educators understand themselves and the 
world around them as racialized; race is important because society has made it important and 
educators cannot dismantle racism by avoiding it or by adopting a colorblind mindset (Utt & 
Tochluk, 2016; Bonilla-Silva, 2003). Similarly, White educators cannot effectively connect with 
their students of color or provide deep, critical analysis and conversation for their students about 
race and racism in the United States specifically if they have not begun to reflect on the racism 
they uphold internally. This project aims to support the beginning stages of that internal work for 




Design and content 
 When I first decided to create a field project, I knew that I wanted to create some form of 
curriculum to be used at the higher education level. I wanted it to address Whiteness, the impact 
of White liberalism and the harm that it creates for people of color on college campuses. Initially, 
my hope was to create a general curriculum that would be applicable to all faculty and staff on 
college campuses; the curriculum would be interchangeable for both groups. 
 I began researching the meaning and history of predominantly White higher education 
institutions; the impact of diversity training on staff and faculty at those institutions; how campus 
culture impacts students of color and all students; and race and racism on predominantly White 
campuses. Initially, I found a significant amount of information about the meaning and history of 
predominantly White higher education institutions in the United States and racial battle fatigue 
for students, staff, and faculty in the academy, but I didn’t find an overwhelming amount of 
information about effective training to combat and dismantle Whiteness on these campuses. I 
also realized that creating a curriculum that would serve all constituents employed on a college 
campus: both staff and faculty, would not be feasible as the experiences of each group (and 
subgroups within the larger group) hold vastly different experiences in regard to the campus and 
student population.  
 After reflecting on my own experiences with students, staff, and faculty, I decided to 
create this workshop series for White faculty members only. This decision stemmed from my 
relationships with students, in which they confided in me about their experiences, and also my 
relationships and connections with faculty members across campus, who are interested in doing 
this work but don’t feel adequately prepared to participate effectively. In regard to the research, I 
also felt that faculty was the ideal group to create this workshop for because there is so much 
32 
 
literature that details the experiences that students of color have in the classroom. Given the 
current political and historical time, faculty members, especially those who identify as White, are 
quick to move to a place of action to change those experiences for students of color. My 
viewpoint is that faculty must first listen and understand the experiences that students of color 
have in the academy and have had their entire lives within the educational system. The only way 
they can begin to understand those experiences is by first analyzing their own position within the 
world. 
 I then began to research White identity development and applied it to the workshop series 
development. Helms (1992), Tatum (1994), and Utt and Tochluk (2016) provide great 
foundations for understanding the six phases of identity development for White people. It was 
important to me to create a workshop series that is rooted in this foundation and is also rooted in 
our campus community, so I made sure to include connections to the history of our institution, 
brainstorms and discussions about the current policies, procedures, and practices of the college, 
and space for White faculty participants in the workshop to analyze themselves and their own 
curricula. The identification and analysis of themselves and their own habits of teaching call for 
an incredibly safe and brave space (Arao & Clemens, 2013) only after they’ve been able to 
develop their understanding of their own identities to a place of immersion, emersion or 
autonomy (Utt & Tochluk, 2016; Tatum, 1994; Helms, 1992).  
 At this stage of development, I knew that I needed to rely on tools that are often used 
within the sphere of diversity education. Specifically, I prefer to utilize elements of Intergroup 
Dialogue (Zúñiga, Nagda, Chesler, & Cytron, 2007) to foster a space that is conducive to trust 
and deep analysis about personal identity. A variation of Intergroup Dialogue is intra-group 
dialogue, which creates a space of exploration for members of the same identity group (in this 
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case, those members are White faculty). The benefits of this structure are that it provides a space 
for participants to ask critical questions about other identity groups and their own identity in 
relation to those groups without burdening the other identity group and subjecting them to 
tokenization in order for the affinity group to learn (Michael, Conger, Bickerstaff, Crawford-
Garrett, & Fulmer, 2009). In this case, an all-White faculty affinity group allows for White 
faculty to reflect and analyze deeply both their positionality as White people in the world with 
the highest level of education. This affinity group will also allow for faculty members to analyze 
and reflect upon the power and privilege that comes with the role of being a faculty member on 
campus. Not only are they powerful in society as White people who are highly educated, but in 
their roles as faculty members, they hold another significant level of power over students, 
especially students of color. An all-White affinity space will benefit this group of people because 
they share those identities and they will be able to challenge themselves and each other through 
critical dialogue without harming students of color or their colleagues of color in the process.  
 Since the workshop space will be an all-White faculty group, I next wanted to think about 
the facilitators of the workshop. I wrote this workshop series with the idea that I would be 
facilitating it on my own campus, as the representative from the Office of Diversity and 
Inclusion. As I was writing the series, I was thinking about the necessity of co-facilitating and 
the impact that my presence as a woman of color would have on all White faculty space. I also 
recognized that I am a staff member without faculty status. Because I don’t have that status, it 
becomes a game of politics in regard to faculty attention, respect, and level of engagement. 
Because of these factors, I decided that I would choose a co-facilitator that is representative of 
the campus population: in the case of my campus, a White woman who holds powerful faculty 
status (tenure, Dean level, etc.) would be the best co-facilitator for this workshop series. The 
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purpose of having two facilitators of different races is to maintain a connection with students, 
staff and faculty of color and the workshop (through counterstories and experiences). This co-
facilitation style is also beneficial because there are two perspectives being represented while 
relaying the same information.  
 
Structure of the workshop series 
 Each of the seven workshops is detailed in a facilitation guide located in the appendix. 
Each facilitation guide outlines the length of each session, materials needed, how to prepare the 
classroom for the workshop, reading assignments, and a detailed description of each activity 
within the workshop. Located within each activity is also the purpose behind that activity which 
complements the overall learning outcomes and purpose for each workshop session. After 
completing the workshop, White faculty members will: 
1. Be able to critically discuss their own positionality and identity as White faculty 
members 
2. Understand the meaning and history of predominantly White higher education institutions 
in the United States 
3. Be able to define race, racism and White supremacy in the context of United States 
higher education 
4. Understand how to confront their own emotionalities toward race and racism 
5. Learn and understand the experiences of students of color in the classroom at 
predominantly White higher education institutions in the United States 
6. Be able to identify the many ways racism plays out on college campuses and the ways in 
which they are complicit in upholding those structures of racism 
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7. Be able to define antiracism and antiracist pedagogy 
8. Create action steps to continue their learning post-workshop 
 
Duration of the workshop series 
This workshop series will be held once per week for 7 weeks during the semester. I will 
be using this series in the fall of 2020; however, the series can be utilized during any semester 
that fits with the facilitators and the respective campus. Each session will last approximately 90 
minutes. 
 
Recruitment of faculty  
 The workshop will host no more than 15 faculty members at a time. Faculty members 
will be recruited from those who teach in the General Education program, as the faculty who 
teach within that program are chosen at random and are from several disciplines. Facilitators will 
reach out to faculty to gauge interest in participation. Participation will be granted on a first 
come, first served basis. Once 15 faculty members have chosen to participate, a waitlist will be 
created for remaining interested faculty. 
 
Evaluation of program 
 The final session of the workshop will allot time for an overall evaluation of the content 
of the workshop and provide space for critical feedback. Participants of the workshop will also 
be required to write a reflective assignment that will be due during the last class that outlines 
their journey throughout the course of the workshop in relation to their own identity 
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development. These assignments will be reviewed by facilitators to gain any additional feedback 
and understanding of participants’ experiences. 
 
Overview of the workshop series 
 Below is the overview of each week of the workshop series. 
 
Week Theme Assignments 
One Setting the Stage: 
Expectations and 
Introductions  
Lyiscott, J. (2019). Black Appetite. 
White Food. 21-31. 
 
Omi, M. & Winant, H. (2015). Racial 
formation in the United States (3rd 
edition). 1-18. 
Two Defining Race, Racism, and 
White Supremacy in the 
context of Predominantly 
White Higher Education 
Tatum, B.D. (1997). Why are all the 
Black kids sitting together in the 
cafeteria? And other conversations 
about race. xiii-28. 
 
Omi, M. & Winant, H. (2015). Racial 
formation in the United States (3rd 
edition). 
 
Bourke, B. (2016). Meaning and 
implications of being labelled a 
Predominantly White Institution. 
 
Patton, L. D. (2016). Disrupting 
Secondary Prose: Toward a Critical 
Race Theory of Higher Education 
Three White 
emotionalities/fragility 
Saad, L. F. (2018). Me and White 
Supremacy. 
 
Liebow, N. & Glazer, T. (2019). White 
tears: Emotion regulation and White 
fragility. 
 
Aanerud, R. (2014). Humility and 
Whiteness: How did I look without 
seeing, hear without listening? 
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Four Racial Battle Fatigue: 
Students of color  
Smith, W.A., Yosso, T. J., Solorzano, D. 
G. (2006). Challenging Racial Battle 
Fatigue on Historically White 
Campuses: A Critical Race Examination 
of Race-Related Stress. 
 
Franklin, J. D., Smith, W. A. & Hung, 
M. (2014). Racial Battle Fatigue for 
Latina/o Students: A Quantitative 
Perspective. 
 
Sue, D.W. (2010). Microaggressions, 
marginality, and oppression: An 
introduction. In D.W. Sue (ed.), 
Microaggressions and marginality: 
Manifestation, dynamics, and impact. 3-
22. 
 
Five The Fugitive Action 
Framework 
Lyiscott, J. (2019). Black Appetite. 
White Food. 33-35. 67-79. 
Six  Defining and Implementing 
Antiracist Pedagogy 
Blakeney, A.M. (2005). Antiracist 
pedagogy: Definition, theory, and 
professional development.  
 
Kishimoto, K. (2018). Anti-racist 
pedagogy: From faculty’s self-reflection 
to organizing within and beyond the 
classroom.  
 
Teel, K. (2014). Getting out of the left 
lane: The possibility of White antiracist 
pedagogy.  
 
Seven Strength in Community: 
Accountability and Action 
none 
 
The Field Project 
 






CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Conclusions 
 Students of color on predominantly White college campuses in the United States often 
report feelings of isolation and exhaustion as a result of racial battle fatigue (Smith, Yosso, & 
Solorzano, 2006). Many students of color have particularly harmful experiences in the classroom 
as a result of their White professors’ and their peers’ expectations that they educate the entire 
class on behalf of their race, along with other racialized microaggressions that occur. Many 
White professors don’t receive training about how to address and critically discuss or analyze 
race and racism in the classroom, which ultimately leads to the negative experiences of students 
of color.  
 The purpose of this field project is to create a training specific to White faculty in order 
to support them in their own identity development. It is imperative that before faculty address 
and acknowledge race and racism effectively in the classroom that they become aware of their 
own identity and positionality in the context of the larger world as well as in the context of their 
campus. This field project is a seven-week workshop series that educates White faculty members 
in a White affinity space about race, racism, White supremacy and predominantly White higher 
education institutions in the United States. This field project also encourages and challenges 
White faculty members to engage with their own identities in relation to the world, specifically 
in regard to race.  
 This field project should serve as the very first step of the journey toward antiracism and 
antiracist pedagogy implementation for White faculty members. This seven week-long series is 
meant to be an entry point for White faculty who are dedicated and committed to creating more 
inclusive classrooms that engage critically with race and racism both on and off campus, 
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regardless of discipline taught. Ideally, this workshop series will be followed by a second series 
that focuses on antiracist pedagogy in the academy and provides concrete examples, tools, and 
practice for White faculty members. Part two would also engage White faculty to be present 
within Intergroup Dialogue, a space that curates connection and dialogue among members of 




 This field project should be used in predominantly White spaces with all White 
educators. The facilitators should be chosen intentionally in a way that supports the 
demographics of the respective campus. This means that, at the very least, there should be one 
person of color and one White person facilitating the workshop series together. Gender, role, and 
other identities may be considered as needed. Facilitators should acknowledge that this workshop 
series is just the beginning and should be followed by intentional, supplemental programming 
and workshops that allow for White faculty members to engage with antiracist practices and 
pedagogy. Evaluation of the workshop will be done at the end of the series in two parts: (1) 
through an evaluation form that allows participants to give qualitative and quantitative feedback 
about their experience and (2) through the facilitators’ reading of participants’ Racial Reality 
Reflection. Utilizing these two forms of feedback, facilitators can plan ahead for further 
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Session One - Setting the Stage: Expectations and Introductions 
Facilitators One faculty member, one staff member 
Learning 
Outcomes 
After participating in this session, faculty members will: 
● have a deeper understanding of social identity categories 
● have a deeper understanding of their own social identities and how they impact 
their own view of the world 
● Understand how their social identity categories impacts their classroom 
Purpose This session is designed for participants to begin thinking about their own Whiteness. This 
self-reflection is critical in White identity development (Tatum, 1994; Helms 1992). Deep 
self-reflection along with continuous questioning of Whiteness is necessary for 
recognizing privilege and feeling comfortable enough to address it in the classroom (Utt & 
Tochluk, 2016). This session begins by “setting the stage” utilizing Intergroup Dialogue 
(Zúñiga, Nagda, Chesler, & Cytron, 2007) methods in order to create a shared space that is 









● Visions Guidelines (list) 
● Social Identity Wheel Handout 




● Introductions (15 mins) 
o Introduction to series: facilitators will introduce themselves and the workshop 
series by using the syllabus. Facilitators will distribute syllabus to all 
participants so they can follow along 
▪ Facilitators will explain expectations of behavior during the series: 
1. Active engagement in workshop: when participants enter the 
space of the workshop, they should be focused on the content 
within the workshop and actively listening, asking questions, 
and participating in discussion 
2. Doing the reading and assignments: this workshop series will 
not do the work of antiracism for participants; participants must 
be willing to put in a significant amount of time to read, reflect, 
and discuss  
3. Participating openly and honestly in discussion: we will work 
every session to maintain an open, safe space that is conducive 
to discussion about the good, the bad, and the ugly regarding 
race, racism and White supremacy. Participants should be 
ready to experience discomfort and lean into that discomfort 
willingly 
4. Asking questions and staying curious: the best way to grow is 
through curiosity; the ideas presented in this space may seem 
totally new to you. That’s okay. We want you to lean into 
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discomfort and unchartered territory by asking questions and 
seeking to understand 
5. Maintaining a safe and brave space: it is the responsibility of 
each participant in the workshop to maintain the safe and brave 
space expectations. During our first workshop session, we will 
craft these expectations as a group, and they will be posted each 
session thereafter. These expectations are crucial for creating a 
learning environment that is open, honest, challenging, and 
conducive to our growth, both as individuals and as a group 
▪ Facilitators will discuss readings and assignments: 
1. Each session will have a reading assigned with it. Each week, at 
the end of the session, we will discuss the readings assigned for 
next time. Readings will be emailed to you each week at the end 
of the previous session 
2. The only assignment that will be collected during this workshop 
series will be the Racial Reality assignment. This assignment is 
in the syllabus and will be formally introduced and discussed 
during session two 
o Introduction of students: facilitators will invite participants to share their 
names, pronouns (if comfortable), titles, and interest in this workshop 
▪ Facilitators will explain the concept of pronouns to participants before 
asking them to share: 
1. When we ask you to share your pronouns, it is a reference to the 
pronouns that you’d like for other people to use when they are 
referring to you in conversation. For example, my pronouns are 
she, her and hers. This means when you are talking about me, 
you can say, “Morgan dances salsa. She loves Latin music.” 
Without asking for someone’s pronouns, we often make 
assumptions based on the way a person presents themselves. 
For example, if you didn’t know my pronouns were she, her and 
hers, you might assume based on the way I dress, style my hair, 
wear makeup, etc. that those are my pronouns. These 
assumptions can be harmful because they reinforce the idea 
that the way in which a person chooses to express themselves 
through their clothing, hairstyle, makeup, etc. must align with a 
certain gender. Using the appropriate pronouns for a person is 
a way to create an inclusive space and show respect for others 
(for more information, see mypronouns.org)  
● Goal Setting and reflection about race in the classroom (7 mins) 
o Facilitators will invite participants to take individual think time (2-3 minutes) 
to reflect on their personal goals for this workshop series 
▪ Facilitator will write the following question(s) on the board: 
1. How do you respond when students begin discussing race? How 




o facilitators will read the questions aloud and invited 
participants to reflect about their answers: 
▪ another question to pose: do you respond to 
race/racism in the classroom? Is there discomfort 
in that? Why or why not? 
o Participants will take 2 minutes to partner up and share one of their goals and 
reflection 
o Facilitators will ask participants to share goals with the large group 
● Communication Guidelines and the importance of setting the stage (20 mins) 
o Facilitators will lead a discussion to set the space as both a safe and brave space 
and create group guidelines for communication that will be referred to 
throughout the duration of the workshop 
▪ As stated in our workshop expectations, it is the responsibility of each 
of us to maintain both a safe and brave space. 
▪ A safe space is: an environment in which all participants are willing 
and able to participate fully by sharing their thoughts, opinions, and 
experiences without fear of judgement or attack (Arao & Clemens, 
2013) 
▪ A brave space is: an environment that encourages and challenges 
participants to show up and participate fully and explore concepts that 
they’ve never encountered before or that pushes them out of their 
comfort zone for the sake of learning, inclusion and justice (Arao & 
Clemens, 2013) 
▪ By creating and maintaining both a safe and brave space, we are 
supporting an environment that upholds the values of belonging, equity, 
inclusion and justice while simultaneously encouraging and supporting 
one another in our growth. This workshop series will challenge us to 
lean into discomfort around race, racism, Whiteness and White 
supremacy 
▪ For these reasons, we will craft communication and community 
guidelines that will be displayed until the last session of the workshop 
and will continually be referred to throughout our discussions. It’s 
important that we begin to adopt some of these small, yet intentional 
language changes to infuse into our classrooms and everyday practices 
o Participants get into small groups of 3 people to create 1-3 guidelines they 
would like the group to adhere to throughout the workshop series. Facilitators 
will allot 5 minutes for groups to confer 
o Once facilitators break participants into groups, they will give the large group 
one communication guideline that will be followed for the duration of the 
workshop as a preliminary example: 
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▪ Confidentiality: this guideline invites us to honor and respect the 
personal stories and experiences of others shared within this group and 
this setting. The stories shared here are meant to serve as education 
and not as gossip. This means that what’s learned here can leave here 
(principles, values, methods), however what happens here (names, 
dates, specifics), stays here. If someone shares a story that is 
particularly impactful for you and you’d like to share outside of this 
space, approach that person and ask permission to use their story as an 
example 
o Facilitators will then lead discussion as a large group. One facilitator will lead 
the discussion while the other facilitator writes on chart paper the guidelines 
the group creates. Facilitators will also add the guidelines to the group’s if the 
group is unable to identify them on their own (guidelines adapted from Visions, 
Inc. ©) 
▪ Facilitators must practice active listening and support participants in 
making their guidelines succinct and manageable 
▪ Examples of guidelines that participants may produce: 
1. Mutual respect and the golden rule: treat others the way you 
want to be treated 
o Facilitators should connect this with the following 
guidelines adapted from Visions, Inc. (facilitators should 
only provide these guidelines after all participants have 
shared their guidelines and only if these guidelines are 
missing from the group brainstorm): 
▪ Not okay to blame, shame, or attack (self or 
others): treat others and yourself the way you 
want to be treated! 
▪ Awareness of intent and impact: recognizing that 
the golden rule doesn’t always leave space for 
conflict, reflection, or correction of behavior, it is 
important to recognize that yes, in this space, we 
will treat each other with respect, and we will 
respectfully challenge harmful points of view, 
stereotypes, words, and other pieces of language 
that contribute to racism and White supremacy. 
In order to do this, we must be willing to analyze 
and receive feedback on our impact and adapt, 
even when our intentions were positive 
2. Agree to disagree 
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o Facilitators should connect this with the following 
guidelines adapted from Visions, Inc. (facilitators should 
only provide these guidelines after all participants have 
shared their guidelines and only if these guidelines are 
missing from the group brainstorm): 
▪ Okay to disagree: rather than agree to disagree, 
try acknowledging and validating the point of 
view that the opposing party holds. It is, 
fundamentally, okay to disagree on things. The 
phrase, “let’s agree to disagree” can be heard as 
a dismissal of another person’s point of view or 
lived experience 
▪ Try on: before dismissing the conversation, ask 
yourself if you have taken the time to “try on” the 
other person’s point of view. Can you put 
yourself in their shoes and see where they’re 
coming from? Has the other person done that for 
you? Invite them to do so with you. Make sure 
this experience is reciprocal. You may also find 
that the result is that it’s okay to disagree 
▪ Practice both/and thinking: both/and thinking 
allows us to see that two ideas, lived experiences, 
and opinions can exist at the same time (and they 
can be true for both parties!). Rather than seeing 
things as either/or (sometimes: bad/good, 
right/wrong), both/and provides space for more 
than one truth to exist peacefully 
3. Don’t take things personally 
o Facilitators should connect this with the following 
guidelines adapted from Visions, Inc. (facilitators should 
only provide these guidelines after all participants have 
shared their guidelines and only if these guidelines are 
missing from the group brainstorm): 
▪ Awareness of intent and impact: when something 
that has been addressed impacts you negatively, 
this is a space where that impact can and should 
be addressed for the sake of both personal and 
group learning. Utilizing language that sounds 
like, “I’m aware that your intent probably wasn’t 
to create harm, but what you said/did impacted 
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me negatively because...” can be helpful to 
convey your experience and support critical 
discussion 
▪ Self-focus or utilize “I” statements: utilizing self-
focus or “I” statements help to support you in 
speaking about your own lived experience and 
minimize the harm that can be done by 
generalizing or assuming the experiences of 
others 
o Facilitators will ask participants to identify which guidelines they feel like they 
already practice regularly and upon which they need to improve. Once 
participants have identified guidelines for themselves, facilitators will read off 
each guideline one by one, ask participants to raise their hand for the guidelines 
upon which they need to improve, and match them with another participant or 
participants who need to improve upon the same guideline. This group will be a 
small accountability group for the duration of the series 
 
● 5-minute break  
 
● Introduction to social identity categories (45 mins) 
o Social Identity Categories: Facilitators will explain the definition of social 
identity categories and give examples and explanations of each 
▪ Social identity categories are the identities that each of us hold. These 
identities are often the way in which the world sees us: the world 
categorizes us based on these identities both consciously and 
subconsciously. These categories also impact how we see ourselves. 
Often, these categories are at the root of stereotypes we hold as a 
society toward others 
 
Age: refers to the age of a person; can be 
young, old, middle aged, “in their prime” 
Sex: the genitalia a person is born with 
Race: refers to the color of a person’s skin 
and/or physical attributes 
Gender: how a person expresses themselves 
Ethnicity: refers to culture and cultural 
practices, bloodline and where a person’s 
family originated from (European, LatinX, 
etc.) 
Sexual Orientation: referring to a person’s 
sexual identity in relation to the gender to 
which they are attracted (Lesbian, Gay, 
Bisexual, Transgender, Queer, Straight) 
Socioeconomic Status/Class: refers to the 
social standing of an individual in regard 
to a combination of income, education, and 
occupation 




Religion: a set of beliefs in a higher power 
that promotes a system of beliefs, 
behaviors, practices, morals, ethics, and 
more in relation to spirituality 
Ability/disability: referring to whether a 
person holds any abilities or disabilities 
that affect their experience physically or 
cognitively  
  
▪ Individual think time for participants to complete the identity wheel 
▪ Share with a partner (all confidential) 
▪ Share out with the large group 
- Facilitators should ask the group the following questions to 
promote discussion and critical analysis about their experiences: 
o Which identities do you think about most often? Why? 
o Which identities do you think about least often? Why? 
o Were there any identities that you realized you’d like to 
learn more about? What are they? Why do you want to 
learn more about them? 
- While participants are sharing their experiences, facilitators 
should walk around to partner shares and engage in discussion, 
sharing pieces of their own identities as well. This supports 
connection with the facilitator and creates a safe and brave space 
to engage in vulnerability 
- In the large group share out, facilitators should affirm the 
experiences of participants and ask for clarification where 
necessary. The affirmation of the experience and reflection will 
encourage the group to lean into discomfort and share within the 
space. Facilitators can share their own experiences as well to 
model vulnerability and leaning into discomfort for participants 
- The facilitator should lead the discussion into the definitions of 
privilege and oppression: 
o privilege is often invisible to those with it; indicators of 
privilege are when a person isn’t forced by society to 
consider certain identities, ways of thinking, habits, 
beliefs, etc. With privilege often comes a lot of power; 
this includes the ability to silence others who do not hold 
privilege. Privilege is a reference to the membership to a 
dominant group (also heard as: “mainstream,” 
“normal”) 
o oppression is the silencing and disadvantaging of people 




o Privilege, Oppression, and your power as an educator in the classroom 
▪ Facilitator 1 will transition discussion to how faculty members hold 
power through identity and how that impacts their students, the way 
8 
 
they approach conversations about race in the classroom, and how they 
respond when students make mistakes discussing race 
- I want us to take these ideas around identity, power, privilege, 
and oppression a little further. I’d like to challenge us to 
consider how our identities show up in our workspaces: with 
our colleagues intra- and inter- departmentally, cross-
departmentally, and campus-wide. I’d also like for us to 
consider how our own power, privilege, and identities show up 
in the classroom, and how they impact our experiences with 
students (both one on one and in class). These levels of power 
and privilege become layered when we consider our roles at 
work with the roles society has placed upon us 
- Take a few minutes to write some reflection about each of these 
questions 
- Facilitator 2 will have written the following questions on the 
board: 
o How do the identities you hold show up in your 
teaching? 
o How do those identities impact your students? 
o Do those identities appear when conversations about 
race happen in the classroom? How? 
- While leading this discussion, facilitators will maintain the 
space as reflective and without judgement. Facilitators will do 
this by thanking participants for sharing their reflections (after 
each participant shares), sharing their own experiences, and 
affirming the emotions that participants are having in the 
moment 
 
● Closing [5 mins] 
o Thank you for jumping in this week! See you next week! We will be discussing and 
analyzing the meaning of race in the United States and its impact on higher 
education. There are two pieces about the meaning of race, one on the meaning of 
a predominantly White institution in higher education and one about the history of 
race in the academy, by Patton. The two most important pieces are the Omi & 
Winant (2015) piece and the Patton (2016) piece. 









Anti-Racism and White Identity Development: An Affinity Group Workshop Series for 
White faculty members 
 
Facilitators: One staff member and one faculty member [names listed here] 
 
Contact information:  
[staff member email and phone number] 
 
[faculty member email and phone number] 
 
Workshop information: 
[dates, days and time of seven workshop meetings] 
[location of meeting] 
 
Questions or concerns about workshop content? Please reach out via phone or email to the 
facilitators to set up an appointment. 
 
Workshop Introduction: This workshop series will support faculty in the first steps of their 
journey toward antiracism in the classroom and on campus. We will explore our own racial 
identities through lived experiences and reading and listening to the experiences of others. We 
will draw connections and reflect deeply upon how our identities show up in the context of 
higher education and ultimately, in the classroom. We will also learn and understand how our 
identities and everyday practices support and uphold a culture of Whiteness on campus. This 
workshop draws from the foundations of Critical Race Theory (CRT), White identity 
development, and Intergroup Dialogue. 
 
Goals of the Workshop: Participants in the workshop will: 
 
1. Be able to critically discuss their own positionality and identity as White faculty 
members and will do so in a reflection assignment about their own racial reality 
2. Understand the meaning and history of predominantly White higher education institutions 
in the United States 
3. Be able to define race, racism and White supremacy in the context of United States 
higher education 
4. Understand how to confront their own emotionalities toward race and racism 
5. Learn and understand the experiences of students of color in the classroom at 
predominantly White higher education institutions in the United States 
6. Be able to identify the many ways racism plays out on college campuses and the ways in 
which they are complicit in upholding those structures of racism 
7. Be able to define antiracism and antiracist pedagogy 
8. Create action steps to continue their learning post-workshop 
 
Communication: Assignments and readings for the course will be shared via email at the end of 
the preceding workshop session. If there are questions, concerns, or requests, participants should 
communicate with facilitators via email. A Google Drive will be created as an archive of all 




Guidelines, Expectations, and Participation in the Workshop: Participants are expected to 
participate in the following ways over the course of the seven weeks: 
1. Active engagement: when participants enter the space of the workshop, they should be 
focused on the content within the workshop and actively listening, asking questions, and 
participating in discussion 
2. Doing the reading and assignments: this workshop series will not do the work of 
antiracism for participants; participants must be willing to put in a significant amount of 
time to read, reflect, and discuss  
3. Participating openly and honestly in discussion: we will work every session to 
maintain an open, safe space that is conducive to discussion about the good, the bad, and 
the ugly regarding race, racism and White supremacy. Participants should be ready to 
experience discomfort and lean into that discomfort willingly 
4. Asking questions and staying curious: the best way to grow is through curiosity; the 
ideas presented in this space may seem totally new to you. That’s okay. We want you to 
lean into discomfort and unchartered territory by asking questions and seeking to 
understand 
5. Maintaining a safe and brave space: it is the responsibility of each participant in the 
workshop to maintain the safe and brave space expectations. During our first workshop 
session, we will craft these expectations as a group and they will be posted each session 
thereafter. These expectations are crucial for creating a learning environment that is 
open, honest, challenging, and conducive to our growth, both as individuals and as a 
group 
 
Timeline for the Workshop: 
 
Week Theme Assignments 
One Setting the Stage: Expectations and 
Introductions 
Lyiscott, J. (2019). Black Appetite. White 
Food. 21-31. 
  
Omi, M. & Winant, H. (2015). Racial 




Two Defining Race, Racism, and White 
Supremacy in the context of 
Predominantly White Higher 
Education 
Tatum, B.D. (1997). Why are all the Black kids 
sitting together in the cafeteria? And other 
conversations about race. xiii-28.  
Omi, M. & Winant, H. (2015). Racial 
formation in the United States (3rd edition).  
Bourke, B. (2016). Meaning and implications 
of being labelled a Predominantly White 
Institution. 
  
Patton, L. D. (2016). Disrupting Secondary 
Prose: Toward a Critical Race Theory of 
Higher Education 
Three White emotionalities/fragility Saad, L. F. (2018). Me and White Supremacy.  
Liebow, N. & Glazer, T. (2019). White tears: 
Emotion regulation and White fragility. 
Aanerud, R. (2014). Humility and Whiteness: 
How did I look without seeing, hear without 
listening? 
Four Racial Battle Fatigue: Students of 
color 
Smith, W.A., Yosso, T. J., Solorzano, D. G. 
(2006). Challenging Racial Battle Fatigue on 
Historically White Campuses: A Critical Race 
Examination of Race-Related Stress. 
Franklin, J. D., Smith, W. A. & Hung, M. 
(2014). Racial Battle Fatigue for Latina/o 
Students: A Quantitative Perspective. 
Sue, D.W. (2010). Microaggressions, 
marginality, and oppression: An introduction. 
In D.W. Sue (ed.), Microaggressions and 




Five The Fugitive Action Framework Lyiscott, J. (2019). Black Appetite. White 
Food. 33-35. 67-79. 
Six Defining and Implementing 
Antiracist Pedagogy 
Blakeney, A.M. (2005). Antiracist pedagogy: 
Definition, theory, and professional 
development. 
Kishimoto, K. (2018). Anti-racist pedagogy: 
From faculty’s self-reflection to organizing 
within and beyond the classroom. 
Teel, K. (2014). Getting out of the left lane: 
The possibility of White antiracist pedagogy. 
Seven Strength in Community: 
Accountability and Action 
none 
 
Racial Reality Reflection 
 
As participants of this workshop, you will participate in deep and critical reflection about your 
own racial identity. For this assignment, you will share stories of significant moments from your 
life that have impacted your view of race. These stories should not be an exhaustive list of your 
life, however should be moments in your life that made you think twice, that challenged you, that 
you look back on and critique, question, or of which you are proud. Ultimately, these stories 
should bring about an understanding of who you are racially and how you’ve become your 
racialized self. What is your racial reality?  
 
Some themes to consider while writing your piece: 
• Where did you grow up? 
• When did you first become aware of race? 
• What did your family teach you about race? 
• What messages did you/have you received from peers, teachers, role models, and media 
about race? 
o What was the demographic makeup of your hometown? The schools you’ve 
attended? The shows/movies you’ve watched? 
o What types of books or stories did you read or learn about that talked about race 
or racism? 
• What was your experience in school with people of other races? 




• What experiences did you have in your postsecondary career that involved race?  
• What experiences have you had with racism as a teacher/educator? 
 
Rather than answering these questions in short answer format, choose a few and tell a story. 
Your reflection should be in narrative form; you are telling a series of stories that give the reader 
an understanding of your racial reality. You can incorporate your current experience and 
reflection about race and racism. This assignment will be due during the last workshop 
session. You will be asked to participate in small group discussions about your writing 
experience and share what you chose to write about. Be prepared to share what you’ve written 








Greetings! We are [Facilitator names] and we will be facilitating the Antiracism Workshop with 
you over the next 7 weeks. We are excited to begin this journey with you! 
 
In preparation or our first session, we wanted to share with you a few reading materials (attached 
below). These readings are introductory and are meant to jumpstart your thinking about the 
topics of race, racism and the classroom. 
 
Please don’t hesitate to reach out to us as your facilitators at any point over the course of the next 
7 weeks. We can be reached at [contact information for each facilitator]. If there are any 
questions in regard to the first session or the workshop in its entirety, we are here to answer! 
 














































(Adapted from Multiculturalism training with Visions, Inc.) 
 
“Try on” new ways of thinking.  
 
This workshop will command that we reflect on our current way of thinking and 
challenge it. New points of view will be shared, and the expectation is that participants will “try 
them on,” just like a new pair of shoes. Not everything is going to fit, but the goal is that 
participants are open to seeing if it will fit. 
 
Okay to disagree.  
 
Creating a space where it is “okay to disagree” empowers participants to challenge each 
other’s statements by providing alternative experiences. It also allows participants space to live 
in their own truths; it is not necessary to curate a space where everyone agrees with one another. 
 
It’s not okay to blame, shame, or attack (self or others).  
 
Similar to the golden rule, it is not okay to blame, shame, or attack others. It is also not 
okay to do this to oneself. Upon beginning social justice-framed work, many people struggle 
internally, feeling like they should already know certain things, or shouldn’t have made the 
mistake they made. Therefore, many people struggle with blaming, shaming, and attacking 
themselves. The purpose of this communication guideline is to challenge the inner negativity that 
is associated with this work. Otherwise, it will block any real progress that needs to be made. 
 
Responsibility for own learning.  
 
It is important not to lean on others to do this work for you. If you find yourself 
questioning a definition, experience or way of thinking, do some research on your own or ask a 








What is shared in this space is to remain confidential, unless granted permission from the 
participant(s) who have shared their personal stories. 
  
Both/And thinking.  
 
Oftentimes in our society, things are considered to be “either/or,” meaning two things 
can’t be present concurrently. “Both/And” thinking challenges us to consider that two things (i.e. 
experiences, truths, ways of thinking, etc.) can happen concurrently. It also challenges us to 
remove the word, “but,” from our speech. Example: “I love you, but not when you chew with 
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your mouth open.” This statement, because of the word, “but,” shows that I do not, in fact, love 
you, and it is because of the fact that you chew with your mouth open. Try instead: “I love you, 
and I dislike when you chew with your mouth open.” 
 
Awareness of intent and impact.  
 
It is important to have the awareness that typically, as human beings, we judge ourselves 
based on our intent, and we judge others based on their impact. Internally, we may feel that our 
intent is good, therefore, our statement is also good. It is important for us to be open to the 
feedback that although our intent was good, the impact of our words was not good. It is also 






















Session Two - Defining Race, Racism, and White Supremacy in the context of 
Predominantly White Higher Education 
Facilitator(s) One faculty member, one staff member 
Learning 
Outcomes 
After participating in this session, faculty members will: 
● be able to define race, racism, and White supremacy 
● be able to define the term predominantly White institution (PWI) 
● understand the history of racism and White supremacy in higher education 
● identify examples of racism, White supremacy, and Whiteness on our campus 
Purpose This session is designed for participants to learn about and understand key terms when 
discussing the state of higher education in regard to race, racism and White 
supremacy. In order to successfully do this, research states that White people must 
first understand the history of the experiences of people of marginalized groups (in 
this case, non-White people). Utt & Tochluk (2016) discuss the importance of White 
people learning the history of Whiteness so that they understand how it developed and 
how it continues to be influential in their own lives and within society. 
Allocated time 90 minutes 
Materials needed ● Projector 
● PowerPoint 
● Group Communication Guidelines (posted as a reminder) 
● Copies of readings  
Setup o Set up PowerPoint & computer 
o Post Group Communication Guidelines on wall 
Session Outline/ 
Details 
● Intro/Reflection Question (10 mins) 
o Question of the day: In what ways have you thought about race differently 
over the last week? OR In what ways have you noticed your own privilege 
in regard to race over the last week? 
o Introduction question serves as a space for participants to begin thinking 
about the topic of the day and to begin workshop engagement 
o Participants will take 3 minutes to write down their own answer to the 
reflection question 
o Participants will then take 3 minutes to share with a partner 
▪ While participants are sharing with a partner, facilitators will walk 
around and engage in discussion/check in with participants 
o Facilitators will invite faculty members to share their reflections in the 
large group  
▪ Facilitators will guide discussion and affirm participants’ 
engagement and experiences 
▪ Facilitators will address any important or significant political or 
world events that have taken place during the last week during this 
time, if applicable, in order to use current news as a learning tool.  
▪ This will be helpful in the identity development of White faculty 
because it will show them that there are events that take place in the 
world that are related to race every day and it is important to 
acknowledge those events 
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● Defining Race, Racism, and PWI (30 minutes) 
o Facilitators will break the large group into three small working groups. 
Each group will discuss an assigned reading. Facilitators will assign each 
group one of the readings in the following way: 
▪ Group one: Omi & Winant 
▪ Group two: Tatum 
▪ Group three: Bourke 
o Throughout their group discussions, each group is responsible for defining 
the following term in relation to their reading. Additional terms that they 
feel are applicable from their reading can be listed and shared with the 
workshop 
▪ Group one: Race 
▪ Group Two: Racism 
▪ Group Three: Predominantly White Institution 
o Each group will come up with examples of each relating to the following 
places: 
▪ Education (higher education, K-12, our campus, their classrooms) 
▪ Our local community 
▪ The United States 
o Groups will share their reading, definitions, and key examples in a 
presentation format for the entire workshop group 
o Facilitators will walk around to each group and engage in discussion 
o Facilitators will support large group discussion and presentations by asking 
questions for clarification or to better understanding, and by providing 
their own examples where applicable 
o The purpose of this activity is to set a foundation of working definitions for 
the group moving forward based off of key texts. This work will set the 
stage for future analysis of the experiences of people of color within higher 
education in the United States and will ultimately support faculty members 
in understanding and engaging with the topic of race in the classroom 
 
● 5-minute break 
 
● Race, Racism, and White Supremacy in higher education (45 mins) 
o Facilitators will briefly introduce Critical Race Theory in Education (15 
mins) 
▪ Critical Race Theory (CRT) in education is rooted in the analysis 
of how the system of education in the United States is rooted in 
racism. It addresses and challenges the way in which people of 
color experience the system of education in the United States. CRT 
in education operates upon the foundation that (1) racism is 
endemic and every day, (2) Whiteness is a form of property, (3) 
addressing racism is only of importance when it benefits the 
interests and success of White people, (4) there is validity, 
importance, and knowledge rooted in the experiences of people of 
color; these are called counterstories and (5) intersectionality: the 
36 
 
understanding that our experiences are not limited to one identity, 
but rather that all identities are at play (and sometimes layered in 
complex ways) in every space we enter and occupy. We touched on 
intersectionality a little bit during session one during the social 
identity wheel activity 
o Facilitators will break group into small groups/pairs to review sections of 
the reading and pull out key pieces of information to be shared with the 
workshop in presentation form (along with any questions that they may 
have from the reading) 
o Each group will read the following sections of the reading: 
▪ Group 1: History, who is educating, whose stories are centered, 
who is invited?  
▪ Group 2: Intellectual/physical Property (Whiteness as property) 
▪ Group 3: Institutions, diversity and moving forward? 
o Facilitators will allot 15 minutes for groups to discuss their session and 
create a mini presentation to share with the large workshop group 
o Facilitators will transition the workshop back to the large group for 
discussion. Facilitators will allot 3 minutes for each group to present. 
o Facilitators will engage in discussion by asking clarifying questions and 
encouraging participants to reflect on how this information applies to our 
college community 
 
● Closing and Reflection on your Racial Reality: Assignment (5 minutes) 
o Facilitators will introduce the assignment and discuss purpose and 
expectations 
▪ As mentioned during our first meeting, there will be one official 
assignment for you all to complete throughout your time in this 
workshop.  
▪ Facilitators will ask participants to pull out their syllabus for the 
workshop or will provide copies of the Racial Reality assignment 
for each participant 
▪ Facilitator will discuss the assignment with the group, explaining 
that the purpose of the assignment is for participants to reflect 
deeply on their own racial selves, how they’ve come to their beliefs 
and understandings about race, and why. 
▪ Facilitators will answer any questions faculty may have about the 
assignment 
o Thank you for your great work today! Next week, we will have the 
following readings due for discussion: Liebow & Glazer (2019), Aanerud 












































































































































Racial Reality Reflection 
 
As participants of this workshop, you will participate in deep and critical reflection about your 
own racial identity. For this assignment, you will share stories of significant moments from your 
life that have impacted your view of race. These stories should not be an exhaustive list of your 
life, however should be moments in your life that made you think twice, that challenged you, that 
you look back on and critique, question, or of which you are proud. Ultimately, these stories 
should bring about an understanding of who you are racially and how you’ve become your 
racialized self. What is your racial reality?  
 
Some themes to consider while writing your piece: 
• Where did you grow up? 
• When did you first become aware of race? 
• What did your family teach you about race? 
• What messages did you/have you received from peers, teachers, role models, and media 
about race? 
o What was the demographic makeup of your hometown? The schools you’ve 
attended? The shows/movies you’ve watched? 
o What types of books or stories did you read or learn about that talked about race 
or racism? 
• What was your experience in school with people of other races? 
• Did you ever have an educator of a race different than yours? What was your experience 
like? 
• What experiences did you have in your postsecondary career that involved race?  
• What experiences have you had with racism as a teacher/educator? 
 
Rather than answering these questions in short answer format, choose a few and tell a story. 
Your reflection should be in narrative form; you are telling a series of stories that give the reader 
an understanding of your racial reality. You can incorporate your current experience and 
reflection about race and racism. This assignment will be due during the last workshop 
session. You will be asked to participate in small group discussions about your writing 
experience and share what you chose to write about. Be prepared to share what you’ve written 






Session Three - White Emotionalities and Fragility 
Facilitator(s) One faculty member, one staff member 
Learning 
Outcomes 
After participating in this session, faculty members will: 
● be able to define and identify White emotionalities and examples of White 
fragility 
● reflect upon and critique their own emotional experience with Whiteness  
● learn specific ways to engage and develop students through their own fragility  
Purpose This session is designed for participants to address and heal through understanding 
their emotional experiences and reactions to Whiteness in order to support their White 
racial identity development (Tatum, 1994, Helms, 1992). This session is designed to 
give participants a space to process their own emotions and also to recognize how to 
support other White people (potentially their students) when they see White fragility 
manifesting in various ways (Liebow & Glazer, 2019, Utt & Tochluk, 2016). 
Allocated time 90 minutes 
Materials needed ● Projector 
● PowerPoint 
● Group Communication Guidelines (posted as a reminder) 
● Copies of readings  
● Liebow & Glazer (2019) 
● Aanerud (2015) Humility & Whiteness 
● Saad (2018) 
Setup o Set up PowerPoint & computer 
o Post Group Communication Guidelines on wall 
Session Outline/ 
Details 
● Intro/Reflection Question (10 mins) 
o Question of the day: What came up for you during the readings over the 
past week? What emotions have come up for you so far during this 
workshop series? 
o Introduction question serves as a space for faculty members to begin 
thinking about the topic of the day 
o Participants will take 3 minutes to write down their own answer to the 
reflection question 
o Participants will then take 3 minutes to share with a partner 
▪ While participants are sharing with a partner, facilitators will walk 
around and engage in discussion/check in with participants 
o Facilitators will invite faculty members to share their reflections in the 
large group  
▪ Facilitators will guide discussion and affirm participants’ 
engagement and experiences 
▪ Facilitators will address any important or significant political or 
world events that have taken place during the last week during this 
time, if applicable, in order to use current news as a learning tool.  
▪ This will be helpful in the identity development of White faculty 
because it will show them that there are events that take place in the 
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world that are related to race every day and it is important to 
acknowledge those events 
● Defining Racial Terms (20 minutes) 
o Facilitators will introduce the concept of naming racial groups. 
▪ Since this is a workshop series on race, we would like to address 
how we discuss and refer to members of different racial groups. 
The next activity will support our use of language around race 
through informed identification about appropriate racial terms to 
use in discussion 
o Facilitators will draw a large square on the board and instruct participants 
to draw their own boxes on a piece of paper 
▪ Facilitators should make note to participants that they will not be 
asked to turn this paper in, nor will they be required to share it 
with anyone else in the workshop 
o Facilitators will give the following instructions: 
▪ Inside of the box, please write terms associated with race that you 
feel comfortable using or that you know are appropriate to use in 
conversations about race 
▪ Outside of the box make some sort of note (not necessary to write 
the words) of racial terms you dislike, are uncomfortable using, are 
aware they are not correct terms 
1. there is no requirement here for people to write 
inappropriate terms on their papers. This space should not 
be used to caricature racial slurs. State this explicitly to 
participants 
▪ On the line of the box, write words that you are unsure about  
▪ Before beginning the activity, facilitators will explain the process 
for naming groups that participants do not belong to 
1. Because all participants in this workshop are members of 
the dominant racial group, we want to acknowledge that it 
is inappropriate to give you the power to name other racial 
groups as this process would enable you to exert power 
over non-dominant groups and uphold the system of 
oppression 
2. Instead of naming these groups off the top of your head, we 
ask that you take this time to do your own research about 
appropriate terms for racial groups to which you do not 
belong. 
o Facilitators will give 5 minutes to the group to complete their boxes 
o Facilitators will give 5 minutes to the group to partner up and share their 
terms and questions 
o Facilitators will take 10 min to discuss terms and complete box on the 
board using groups answers 
● White fragility Article Review (30 minutes) 
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o Facilitators will break the large group into three small working groups. 
Each group will discuss an assigned reading. Facilitators will assign each 
group one of the readings in the following way: 
▪ Group one: Liebow & Glazer 
▪ Group two: Aanerud & Saad 
▪ Group three: Group Choice (allow group three to choose the 
reading that resonated the most with them) 
o Throughout their group discussions, each group is responsible for defining 
important terms from their reading, identifying key themes and providing 
examples to conceptualize the meaning of the reading in relation to our 
campus 
o Groups will share their reading, definitions, and key examples in a 
presentation format for the entire workshop group 
o Facilitators will walk around to each group and engage in discussion 
o Facilitators will support large group discussion and presentations by asking 
questions for clarification or to better understanding, and by providing 
their own examples where applicable 
 
● 5-minute break 
 
● Addressing White fragility and emotionalities in the classroom (30 mins) 
o Facilitators will break participants into small groups of 3-4 
o Facilitators will distribute a series of examples of White fragility in the 
classroom and on campus to each small group 
▪ Examples include: 
1. A White student responds to a student of color by stating, “I 
shouldn’t be held accountable for what was done in the past. 
I wasn’t a supporter of slavery.” 
2. A colleague is outraged by a student club on campus 
(primarily composed of students of color) that publishes a 
statement for the entire campus to read about the racial 
injustice they have experienced during their time on 
campus. This colleague hits “Reply All” to this statement 
and publicly berates the student group, accusing them of 
“being divisive” and “not inclusive at all” 
3. A White student attempts to relate to a student of color who 
has experienced overt acts of racism by stating that they, 
too, are oppressed because their parents stopped giving 
them a monthly allowance once they started attending 
college 
4. You overhear a group of your White colleagues 
complaining about how they wish that colleagues and 
students of color, and allies to those communities would, 
“just stop talking about it. It’s 2020, we’re past race,” and 
“we’ve had a Black president” 
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5. A student of color approaches you after class and tells you 
that they feel like the way you handled discussion about the 
current racial movement in the United States was 
inappropriate, tone deaf, and tokenizing. You hear what the 
student says, keep your composure and thank them for 
addressing this issue with you. Once the student leaves your 
presence, you feel guilty, sad, angry, and lost 
o Participants will be asked to analyze each scenario in their small groups: 
▪ What is happening in this scenario? 
▪ What is your role as the bystander in this scenario? 
▪ How do you address what’s being said in this scenario? 
o Facilitators will lead discussion around each question and provide 
alternative action steps  
o Facilitators will also leave space to discuss any examples that participants 
have witnessed themselves and will engage the entire workshop group in 
creating solutions and action steps to take for each example 
 
o The purpose of addressing White emotionalities and fragility is to provide 
participants with the language and tools in calling themselves out and their 
colleagues in a way that is respectful and effective. In order to disrupt the 
further oppression and marginalization of people of color on campus and 
within the institution, it is important to acknowledge feelings of White 
fragility, process those feelings, and continue the work toward racial 
justice. This session will give vocabulary to participants and will challenge 
them to practice confronting those feelings both within themselves and 
with their colleagues, peers, and students 
● Closing and gathering questions for RBF panel Session 4 (1 minutes) 
o Facilitators will close session and explain process for the upcoming student 
panel for session four.   
o Thank you for your engagement today! For next session, we will have the 
following readings about the ways in which students of color experience 
higher education and predominantly White spaces: Smith, Yosso, 
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Session Four - Racial Battle Fatigue with Students of Color 
Facilitator(s) One faculty member, one staff member 
Learning 
Outcomes 
After participating in this session, faculty members will: 
● be able to define Racial Battle Fatigue and microaggressions 
● identify causes of racial battle fatigue 
● understand how they play a role in the impact of Whiteness on students of 
color 
● learn how to best support their students of color in and out of the classroom 
Purpose This session is designed for participants to hear the counterstories of students of color 
at a predominantly White institution. Participants will engage in active listening in 
order to understand the impacts of Whiteness and a predominantly White campus on 
students of color. Participants will hear how classroom, campus, and interpersonal 
microaggressions (Sue, 2010) negatively impact the wellbeing of students of color and 
further contribute to a culture of Whiteness on campus. This session will support 
participants in their White racial identity development by challenging them to 
confront the reality of racism in their everyday work life, placing them in the 
immersion/emersion stage (Tatum, 1994, Helms, 1992).  
Allocated time 90 minutes 
Materials needed ● Chairs for all student panelists 
● Group Communication Guidelines (posted as a reminder) 
● PowerPoint 
● Projector 
Setup o Set up PowerPoint & computer 
o Post Group Communication Guidelines on wall 
Session Outline/ 
Details 
● Prior to session 3 of the workshop series: 
o Facilitators will identify 3-5 students of color to serve as panelists for the 
workshop 
o Facilitators will share with the panelists the questions that will be asked 
during the panel as well as the goals and learning outcomes for this session 
● Racial Battle Fatigue Student Panel (65 minutes) 
o Facilitators will introduce the session and themselves 
▪ Facilitators will provide a brief overview of Racial Battle Fatigue 
as the physical, mental, and emotional stress and reactions that 
people of color have when exposed to predominantly White spaces 
▪ Often, people of color feel isolated as well as a lack of belonging 
when they experience racial battle fatigue 
▪ People of color also experience significant physical reactions: their 
body undergoes chronic stress that can lead to long-term health 
issues 
o Facilitators will invite panelists to introduce themselves (3-5 panelists 
max) 
▪ panelists will introduce themselves with their names, academic 
year, their pronouns, and their major 
o Facilitators will ask the following questions of the panel: 
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▪ Question 1: What was your first racialized experience on campus? 
What happened? How did you respond? How did campus respond? 
▪ Question 2: What experiences have you had specifically with your 
mentor, staff, and faculty members in regard to race?  
▪ Question 3: What other experiences have you had on campus that 
are tied to race? How do these experiences impact you both in the 
moment that they are happening, and as you look to your future as 
a member of this community? 
1. Do any of these experiences affect how you show up in the 
classroom? How do they affect you? 
▪ Any other information/experiences you’d like to share? 
o Facilitators will open the floor for Q&A from faculty members 
 
● 10-minute break 
 
● Reflection and Debrief (10 mins) 
o Facilitators will hold space for faculty members to ask questions and create 
discussions about the panel on their own 
o To prompt discussion, facilitators will ask: 
▪ What are your initial thoughts and reactions?  
▪ How do the stories shared today relate to your pedagogy and your 
classroom? 
 
o The purpose of utilizing a panel format and uplifting student voices of 
color is to challenge the dominant narrative of Whiteness both within the 
institution and within the workshop itself. The panel utilizes 
counterstorytelling, a tenet of Critical Race Theory (CRT) to disrupt the 
dominant narrative and bring the realities of students of color to light. The 
panel also will connect these experiences directly with the reading assigned 
and due during this session: Racial Battle Fatigue and Microaggressions 
● Closing (5 min) 
o Thank you for your participation in today’s panel! Next session we have 
just one reading: Lyiscott (2019) 
o Remember to be working on your Racial Reality assignment! 
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Session Five - Fugitive Action Framework 
Facilitators One faculty member, one staff member 
Learning 
Outcomes 
After participating in this session, faculty members will: 
● be able to identify the four I’s of oppression 
● understand the connection that oppressive structures in education have to 
American chattel slavery 
● identify and acknowledge the ways in which our campus upholds Whiteness in 
each of the 4 categories presented by Lyiscott (2019) 
Purpose This session is designed for participants to critically look at the state of the campus in 
regard to race and other social identities. Participants will explore their own racial 
identity, the campus’s perpetuation of Whiteness, and how other marginalized social 
identities are at risk because of this. Participants will thus begin exploring the impacts 
and necessity for an intersectional framework as they approach their classrooms and 
the campus (Crenshaw, 2009). 
Allocated time 90 minutes 
Materials needed ● Projector 
● PowerPoint 
● Group Communication Guidelines (posted as a reminder) 
● Copies of reading 
o Lyiscott (2019) 
Setup o Set up PowerPoint & computer 
o Post Group Communication Guidelines on wall 





● Intro/Reflection Question (20 mins) 
o Question of the day: What’s lingering with you since our panel last week? 
In what ways do you see a need for change on our campus? 
o Introduction question serves as a space for participants to begin thinking 
about the topic of the day 
o Participants will take 3 minutes to write down their own answer to the 
reflection question 
o Participants will then take 3 minutes to share with a partner 
▪ While participants are sharing with a partner, facilitators will walk 
around and engage in discussion/check in with participants 
o Facilitators will invite faculty members to share their reflections in the 
large group  
▪ Facilitators will guide discussion and affirm participants’ 
engagement and experiences 
▪ Facilitators will address any important or significant political or 
world events that have taken place during the last week during this 
time, if applicable, in order to use current news as a learning tool.  
▪ This will be helpful in the identity development of White faculty 
because it will show them that there are events that take place in the 
world that are related to race every day and it is important to 
acknowledge those events 
● Introduction to Fugitive Action Framework (20 minutes) 
o Facilitators will lead a large group discussion to connect opening question 
to the reading and Fugitive Action Framework 
▪ Our reading due today was from Jamila Lyiscott who has adapted 
the Four I’s of Oppression into her own Fugitive Action 
Framework 
▪ What stuck out to you about the reading? What quotes, thoughts, or 
ideas have stayed with you? 
▪ Facilitators should prepare their own quotes and thoughts as they 
prepare for the session 
1. For me, the recruitment of athletes and the ostracization of 
those students once they arrive on campus struck me. It is 
familiar to me in my experiences both as a student and an 
employee at several PWI colleges 
2. When Lyiscott discusses college and career readiness, the 
obsession with bringing people of color into predominantly 
White spaces and not doing any of the internal work to 
prepare -- this section reminded me of why I’m so 
passionate about doing this work with all of you, and why I 
chose to participate in this workshop series 
3. Facilitators will end the discussion with the following 
thought (if a participant addresses either of these quotes 
before the end of discussion, acknowledge the significance 
of these quotes and at the end of the discussion, circle back 
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to those important points in order to transition the 
conversation into the activity) 
o “Access means assimilation” and “Excellence 
means erasure of the self” -- both quotes hit me 
hard; our intent is never to strip students of 
themselves and it’s important to acknowledge the 
difference between intent and impact. There are 
ways in which I support both of these statements in 
my everyday work -- and I need to take some time to 
analyze and reflect in order to change my behaviors 
and practices 
o Facilitators will begin transition into the writing and authoring section 
below, distributing blank sheets that have Figures 8.1, 8.2, and 8.3 on them 
(Lyiscott, 2019) 
▪ This reflection is the perfect transition to our next activity; today 
we are going to reflect on both the micro and macro levels of 
oppression (specifically related to racism) using our own institution 
as an example. 
▪ Figure 8.1-3 as a worksheet are located in the supplemental 
materials at the bottom of this facilitation guide. 
▪ transition into activity 
● Writing and Authoring a Future that Combats White Privilege (25 mins) 
o Facilitators will break participants into 4 groups 
o Each group will be assigned one quadrant of the Fugitive Action 
Framework: 
▪ Group one: Ideological racism 
▪ Group two: Interpersonal racism 
▪ Group three: Institutional racism 
▪ Group four: Internalized racism 
o Groups will be given 10 minutes to complete their quadrant using 
examples from campus (if there are no examples, or if participants are 
struggling, encourage them to research examples at other colleges) 
▪ Groups will also identify any solutions to the examples they come 
up with 
▪ Once 10 minutes have passed, groups will present their examples to 
the large group. Groups will also define their area verbally per the 
definition from the reading and that which is located in Figure 8.1 
▪ Groups will be given the final 15 minutes of the activity to present 
their examples and engage in discussion 
1. during presentations, facilitators should ask probing 
questions that allude to the bigger picture: 
o as participants are presenting, challenge them to 
explain how their example impacts the 
micro/individual culture of campus or the 
macro/systemic part of campus 
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o facilitators should practice active listening and 
connect these pieces for participants when necessary 
 
● 5-minute break 
 
● Writing and Authoring a Future that Combats White Privilege (25 minutes) 
o Facilitators will transition the conversation and the activity into a second 
round, encouraging each group to think about the oppressive structures in a 
more complex way. Facilitators will reference intersectionality (spoken 
more deeply about in session 1 [social identity conversation] and session 2) 
▪ So, now we want to take the conversation a little bit deeper. We’d 
like to look at the ways in which the institution oppresses multiple 
identities at once: we’d like to look at this model with an 
intersectional lens 
1. Who remembers the term intersectionality? Would anyone 
like to define it for the group? 
2. Intersectionality: the interconnected nature of social groups 
in regard to oppression; identities that overlap create 
multiple layers of oppression that overlap each other, 
leading to further discrimination and disadvantage 
o Facilitators will break participants into four groups (facilitators can choose 
the identities that are representative of the campus, i.e. in this example, 
nationality was chosen because of the large number of international 
students at this institution) 
▪ Group one: race and class 
▪ Group two: race and ability 
▪ Group three: race and gender 
▪ Group four: race and nationality  
o Groups will be given 10 minutes to complete their entire table using 
examples from campus (if there are no examples, or if participants are 
struggling, encourage them to research examples at other colleges) 
▪ Groups will also identify any solutions to the examples they come 
up with 
▪ Once 10 minutes have passed, groups will present their examples to 
the large group. Groups will also define their area verbally per the 
definition from the reading and that which is located in Figure 8.1 
▪ Groups will be given the final 15 minutes of the activity to present 
their examples and engage in discussion 
1. during presentations, facilitators should ask probing 
questions that allude to the bigger picture: 
o as participants are presenting, challenge them to 
explain how their example impacts the 
micro/individual culture of campus or the 
macro/systemic part of campus 
o facilitators should practice active listening and 
connect these pieces for participants when necessary 
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o Utilizing the Fugitive Action Framework will support participants in 
moving out of the phase of identity development where they feel guilty 
about the effects of racism on campus and move them to a place where 
they are able to take it out of the “individual” context. By identifying 
examples of each form of oppression in regard to racism on campus, 
participants can see that racism isn’t “all their fault,” but rather that it is the 
responsibility of everyone on campus to work toward antiracism.  
● Closing (5 minutes) 
o Thank you for your engagement today! 
o Questions, Racial Reality Reflection reminder, and next session reading:  
▪ Blakeney (2005) 
▪ Teel (2014)  
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Collective consciousness, norms, silent 
beliefs and ideas about different groups 
Interpersonal 
The ways in which ideological, 
institutional, and internalized privilege and 
oppression play out in everyday 
interactions between members of 
privileged and oppressed groups. These 
involve oppressive behavior, insults 











The network of institutional structures, 
policies, and practices that create 
advantages and benefits for some, and 
discrimination, oppression, and 
disadvantages for others 
Internalized 
The process by which a member of an 
oppressed group comes to accept and live 
out the inaccurate myths and stereotypes 
applied to the group by its oppressors. The 
process by which a member of a privileged 
group comes to accept and live out 
inaccurate beliefs of normativity and/or 
superiority in relation to other groups 




























Students of color are only intellectually 
valuable contributors to society when they 
align themselves with Eurocentric/White 
middle-class norms 
Interpersonal 
The student engages in acts of 
cultural/linguistic erasure; the student 
is silent or oppositional; the student 
passively accepts (interpersonal 
oppression) 
 












Pedagogies, policies, and practices that 
perpetuate savior-complex, ignore 
knowledges of marginalized communities, 
and frame students as deficient/delinquent 
when they are “not competent” by 
Eurocentric standards 
Internalized 
“My voice comes from outside of 
myself and my community; Voice 
must be given to me by an institution 
or an authority figure to be valid” 
(oppression) 
 
“Students of color need to be given 
tools for a voice that sounds like 
appropriate Eurocentric practices so 
that we can hear them; I have 
successfully saved these students of 
color” (privilege) 







































Institutional Racism  Internalized Racism  
         Figure 8.3, Lyiscott (2019) 
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         Figure 8.3, Lyiscott (2019)  





Session Six - Defining Antiracist Pedagogy 
Facilitator(s) One faculty member, one staff member 
Learning 
Outcomes 
After participating in this session, faculty members will: 
● be able to define antiracism 
● be able to identify examples of antiracist pedagogy 
● understand the ability (and identity) to be White and antiracist 
● think critically about how they can implement antiracist practices into their 
teaching and classroom 
Purpose This session will support participants in their White identity development by 
providing them examples of how to be both White and antiracist (Utt & Tochluk, 
2016). This session will support participants in becoming autonomous on their White 
identity development journey and will create a community of support for 
accountability (Tatum, 1994, Helms, 1992). 
Allocated time 90 minutes 
Materials needed ● Group Communication Guidelines (posted as a reminder) 
● PowerPoint 
● Projector 
Setup o Set up PowerPoint & computer 
o Post Group Communication Guidelines on wall 
Session Outline/ 
Details 
● Intro/Reflection Question (10 mins) 
o Question of the day: Why is the work of being White and antiracist 
important for you? 
o Introduction question serves as a space for participants to begin thinking 
about the topic of the day 
o Participants will take 3 minutes to write down their own answer to the 
reflection question 
o Participants will then take 3 minutes to share with a partner 
▪ While participants are sharing with a partner, facilitators will walk 
around and engage in discussion/check in with participants 
o Facilitators will invite faculty members to share their reflections in the 
large group  
▪ Facilitators will guide discussion and affirm participants’ 
engagement and experiences 
▪ Facilitators will address any important or significant political or 
world events that have taken place during the last week during this 
time, if applicable, in order to use current news as a learning tool.  
▪ This will be helpful in the identity development of White faculty 
because it will show them that there are events that take place in the 
world that are related to race every day and it is important to 
acknowledge those events 
 
● Review of the Literature (60 minutes) 
o Facilitators will break group into small groups/pairs to review readings and 
pull out key pieces of information to be shared with the workshop in 
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presentation form (along with any questions that they may have from the 
reading) 
o Each group will read, discuss, and pull out key information from the 
following: 
▪ Group 1: Blakeney 
▪ Group 2: Teel 
▪ Group 3: Kishimoto 
o Facilitators will allot 30 minutes for groups to discuss their session and 
create a mini presentation to share with the large workshop group 
▪ Groups should create connections between their selected reading 
and past readings in the workshop. Groups should also connect 
their reading with relevant examples from their experience or ideas 
that they would like to implement into their experience 
o Facilitators will transition the workshop back to the large group for 
discussion. Facilitators will allot 30 minutes for each group to present. 
o Facilitators will engage in discussion by asking clarifying questions that 
allow participants to critically reflect on their own pedagogy and praxis 
▪ Example: How does this idea compare or contrast with your own 
pedagogy?  
▪ How does this idea compare or contrast with what you’ve been 
taught previously about what's appropriate in the classroom or 
relevant to your discipline?  
▪ Does this thought, idea, for example, connect with any action item 
you can take in the foreseeable future to better your pedagogy? 
o The purpose of this activity is to engage participants in beginning thoughts 
about antiracist practices in the classroom. It is also to showcase the 
development of antiracist literature, and to show that antiracist pedagogy is 
not a new development to the field, however, it is not too late for 
participants to start implementing their practices into their classrooms. 
 
● Participants will take their break as they need (self-monitoring) 
 
● Closing (5 min) 
o Thank you for your participation today! Next session is our last session. 
Reminder that your Racial Reality assignment is due. We will be doing 
small group work and sharing our racial realities with one another, so 
please come prepared for that. We will also be creating a system of 
accountability and brainstorming different ways we can implement some of 















Getting Out of the Left Lane: The Possibility of White Antiracist 
Pedagogy 
Karen Teel 
University of San Diego 
 
Abstract. This article maintains that knowledge of the literature on multicultural education and social 
justice pedagogy is indispensable for white college professors 
who desire to teach effectively about racial justice concerns. In exploring this literature,  I have noticed that 
many publications either articulate theory or reflect on concrete classroom strategies, while relatively few 
deploy theory to evaluate specific attempts at teaching for justice. This seems to me a gap worth filling. 
Speaking as a white, conventionally trained, Catholic theologian, I begin by explaining why I deem it 
appropriate to employ antiracist pedagogy. I then demonstrate that the literature on multicultural education 
and social justice pedagogy is essential to this effort by utilizing both types of literature, theoretical and 
practical, to analyze my own strategies and  goals to date. Throughout, I discuss white antiracist 
theological pedagogy not as an accomplished fact, but as an emerging endeavor. See a companion essay in 
this issue of the journal (Anna Floerke Scheid and Elisabeth T. Vasko, “Teaching Race: Pedagogical 
Challenges in Predominantly White Undergraduate Theology Classrooms”), and responses by the authors 
of both essays, also published in this issue of the journal (“Responses: Toward an Antiracist Pedagogy”). 
 
Whether college professors should teach in a way that sensitizes students to social justice issues and, if so, 
how we should do this is hotly debated.1 Many academics are familiar with Stanley Fish’s dogmatic 
insistence that the classroom be restricted to the impartation of information, training in intellectual 
analysis, and the reasoned exchange of ideas (Fish 2008). According to Fish, the classroom is no place to 




1    I thank the College of Arts and Sciences of the University of San Diego for its generous support   of this project. The 
Womanist Approaches to Religion and Society Group and the Feminist Theory and Religious Reflection Group’s co-sponsored 
session at the American Academy of Religion’s 2007 meeting graciously welcomed my initial formulation of these ideas. Mary 
Doak and Lance Nelson pro- vided valuable feedback on a previous version of this article. The workshop “The Gift and 
Challenge of Difference in the Classroom,” sponsored by the Wabash Center for Teaching and Learning in Theology and 
Religion at the 2010 meeting of the College Theology Society and led by Laurie Cassidy and Maureen O’Connell, furthered my 
thinking. Sarah Azaransky, Jennifer Gorsky, Evelyn Kirkley, Louis Komjathy, Belinda Lum, Janice Olguin, Emily Reimer-
Barry, and Matt Watkins were invaluable conver- sation partners. I am particularly grateful for Dr. Azaransky’s enthusiastic 
witness to this project. The 
participants in USD’s 2012 faculty learning community on diversity pedagogy were wonderful sounding boards. The editors 
and anonymous reviewers at Teaching Theology and Religion helped me fine-tune the argument. Any errors and omissions are 
mine. 
 
© 2014 John Wiley & Sons Ltd 






to students’ moral or civic formation are attempting a task that is not properly theirs 
(2008, 55). 
In my view, Fish’s framing of the choice as an either/or, in which one must choose 
between rigorous intellectual training and moral formation, is false.2 It lacks a critical 
awareness of and sense of responsibility to the larger social setting in which education 
takes place and in which students and teachers alike are inextricably embedded. It is not 
that Fish wishes to stifle the discussion of controversial issues in the classroom: quite  
the contrary, he urges professors to focus discussion on any and all rational arguments 
we deem germane to our fields. Indeed, he maintains convincingly that this is a better  
use of class time than asking students what they think, which often elicits a lot of half- 
baked opinions (2008, 39). Yet ultimately, Fish seems to see the academy as a politics- 
free space, where one takes time out from the world to acquire knowledge and 
intellectual skills. The phrase “ivory tower” comes to mind.3 
Against this apolitical construal of higher education, I see the academy as having 
arisen from and existing within society in a way that renders the academy both respon- 
sible and accountable to society. In my courses, I aspire to create spaces in which stu- 
dents can recognize their roles in social issues, issues that do not conveniently park 
themselves outside the academy but often arise precisely within classrooms and educa- 
tional institutions more broadly. I hope my students begin to see themselves as actors, if 
not as activists, who are involved daily in situations in which justice issues are operative 
and salient. Since my focus has been on race and racial justice, I have thought of myself 
as endeavoring to employ an antiracist theological pedagogy.4 I aim to move beyond 
teaching isolated units on racism and privilege, a strategy that indicates that these issues 
are peripheral to theology, to presenting theology as intrinsically capable of and respon- 
sible for compelling Christians to work toward racial justice. In short, I believe that “all 
theologies are contextual” (de la Torre and Floyd-Thomas 2011, xxiii), and I aim to  
teach them that way. 
This is not easy. Like many whites of my generation, I was raised in a white environ- 
ment in which “colorblindness” was the unspoken ideal. My family, friends, and peers 
did not talk about race qua race, apparently believing this was the best way to be non- 
racist.5  While this was surely an improvement on the overt prejudice with which many  
of our parents grew up, it still fell short of equipping us to deal forthrightly with the 
lasting effects of centuries of legalized slavery and segregation. Only as an adult have I 
begun to think critically about race, racism, and white privilege, and my awareness has 
developed academically, through reading and study, more than through face-to-face dis- 
 
 
2 For a particularly cogent statement of the argument that this is a false choice, see Applebaum 
(2009). 
 
3  Many who do not share Fish’s allergy to moral formation in education do imagine the university   
as a place set apart. Feminist philosopher Sandra Lee Bartky describes her own initial “idea of the uni- 
versity,” which she clung to for many years, as “a gathering place for educated people” who had moved 
far beyond “intellectually primitive” notions such as racism (Bartky 2002, 151–2). 
 
4 While this article focuses on racial justice, I hope it will also prompt ideas for teaching about 
gender, class, sexuality, sexual orientation, and other areas. 
 
5 Bonilla-Silva (2006) and Wise (2010) are two thinkers who have demonstrated the inadequacy of 






cussions. Moreover, as is common in the humanities, where a terminal degree doubles 
as authorization to teach college students, I received minimal formal teacher training, 
and none in addressing cultural pluralism or diversity.6 Antiracism and the work of 
antiracist pedagogy do not come naturally to me but must be learned. 
Deciding to approach this task more systematically, I applied for and received a 
research grant from my institution to study the field of multicultural education. Not sur- 
prisingly, some of this literature describes strategies, down to the specifics of curriculum 
design, for teaching about racism, sexism, heterosexism, and so forth (for example, see 
Adams, Bell, and Griffin 2007). These materials, however, are intended for discussions  
in which these issues are the sole focus, whereas I seek also to place racial injustice in 
theological context, and vice versa (to locate theology in the context of racial injustice). 
Moreover, the bulk of the literature is rich in theory and anecdotal reports of classroom 
events, but poor in systematic analysis of specific strategies and experiences.7 Barbara 
Applebaum’s comments are atypical only in their directness: “Some may be disap- 
pointed . . . because I have not offered any lesson-plans or concrete pedagogical sugges- 
tions. There is, however, no formula for how to do [this] pedagogy. I encourage others   
to share their attempts” (Applebaum 2010, 196–7). I am taking up Applebaum’s chal- 
lenge. I hope others will join me. 
I contend that using educational theory to evaluate antiracist pedagogical strategies 
can render white theologians’ efforts more strategic,  systematic,  and  effective.8  To 
make this case, I offer a progress report on my own attempts to implement what is    
being theorized in the literature on multicultural education, specifically social justice 
pedagogy.9 The argument unfolds in four parts. First, I explain why I personally deem 
 
 
6 In the literature, discussions of teaching theology with attention to racial injustice are scarce. The 
existing articles (for example, see Andraos 2012; Hill 2005, 2009b; Perkinson 2012; Reddie 2010;  
Turpin 2008, all published in Teaching Theology and Religion) contain mostly anecdotal reflections on 
various pedagogical strategies the authors or interviewees have tried, usually in seminaries and schools  
of theology. These thoughtful and thought-provoking discussions generally do not interface substantially 
with educational theory. However, Social Justice Education: Inviting Faculty to Transform Their Institu- 
tions, edited by Kathleen Skubikowski, Catharine Wright, and Roman Graf (2009), includes essays dis- 
cussing innovative implementation of social justice pedagogy in mathematics, foreign language, social 
science, and writing, much as I aspire to do in theology. 
 
7 Ellsworth (1989) stated this critique over twenty years ago in relation to critical pedagogy. 
 
8 The literature on multicultural education may also be useful to educators raised in “color con- 
scious” environments (Appiah and Gutmann’s [1998] phrase), including most educators of color and a 
few whites. While of course I cannot speak for them, I suspect that they would tend to need it less than 
those from “colorblind” backgrounds. 
 
9 I use the term “social justice pedagogy” to describe multicultural education approaches that 
emphasize the urgency of social justice concerns in addition to appreciating the value of diversity. I 
deploy the phrase “social justice” to signal that important ethical issues are at stake, not to imply that    
all interested parties would agree on desired outcomes. In the case of racial justice, social science data 
clearly demonstrate the persistence not only of individual biases but also of quantifiable structural ineq- 
uities. Accordingly, some might argue that in antiracist pedagogy, it would be appropriate to require of 
students particular actions, such as participation in a protest, as distinct from observing. I will contend, 
however, that it is possible – and in college classrooms, necessary – to insist that greater racial justice is 
needed without predetermining what achieving it would look like. After all, the social, political, histori- 






it appropriate to practice social justice pedagogy. Second, I describe the students and 
climate of my institution and discuss strategies I have tried in my courses. Third, I 
analyze these strategies using some of the relevant literature on multicultural educa-   
tion and social justice pedagogy. Fourth, I explore how certain themes from this lit- 
erature might further transform my teaching. In conclusion, I discuss several factors   
that shape attempts to implement antiracist pedagogy. Thus, I demonstrate that knowl- 
edge of the literature on multicultural education and social justice pedagogy is indis- 
pensable for white college professors who desire to teach  effectively  about  racial 
justice concerns. 
 
Why Should a Theology Professor Employ 
Antiracist Pedagogy? 
As a white, conventionally trained, Catholic theologian, I have come to believe that it is 
incumbent on me to invite students explicitly to engage racial justice issues in the class- 
room. This conviction is informed by the principle that education is always political, by 
my institution’s identity as Roman Catholic, and by my research and teaching in libera- 
tion theologies, particularly womanist theologies. Here I comment on these motivators  
in order to establish the framework for the investigation that follows. 
First, contributors to the rich and varied field of educational theory reaching back to 
W. E. B. Du Bois and Carter G. Woodson have consistently pointed out that there is no 
such thing as an apolitical classroom.10 Without rehearsing this history, let me say that I 
too am convinced that educational realities are inescapably political, including which 
school a student attends, the resources available at that school, the content of the cur- 
riculum, and the pedagogical strategies used to communicate that content. To call these 
things political is to recognize that they never occur in a vacuum, but always unfold in 
the context of our larger social world. In any number of disciplines, including my own, 
syllabi crowded with male European or European-heritage thinkers are considered tradi- 
tional, even classic. Such syllabi affirm existing social structures of dominance, tacitly   
if not explicitly,11 and in turn these structures circumscribe both what the learner learns 
and how effectively she is able to deploy her knowledge in her lifelong endeavors 
toward her own and others’ flourishing. That is, the content and quality of the learner’s 
education directly affects her and others’ long-term well-being. Educational choices 
matter, at every level. 
 
treat everyone the same, object to racist jokes, support affirmative action), as though checking off every 
item would solve the problem. Antiracist pedagogy, then, is a form of social justice pedagogy that 
attends to the need for greater racial justice, but without dictating the precise form that justice must  
take. This restraint is particularly important for white professors, since we typically benefit rather than 
suffer from racial injustice. 
 
10 Banks provides a “pioneering” overview of the origins and development of “transformative 
knowledge and multicultural education” (1996c, ix). 
 
11 In the context of teacher education, Applebaum notes, “Someone can teach about multicultural 
education from a philosophical perspective with a reading list of almost all white male scholars, and    
this course will not likely be regarded as biased. Yet  a course in which the professor selects a reading   
list that highlights what scholars of color write on this issue and requires that the students be exposed to 





traditional curriculum will often be labeled ‘championing advocacy in the classroom’ or ‘politicized 






Thus, I disagree with Fish that “only bad teaching is a political act” (Fish 2008, 70). 
To argue that higher education should not inculcate values, while ignoring racial inequi- 
ties persisting not only in society but also at every level of education itself, is disingenu- 
ous at best, irresponsible and dangerous at worst.12 James A. Banks, the contemporary 
“father of multicultural education,” puts it this way: “Students must become critical con- 
sumers of knowledge as well as knowledge producers if they are to acquire the under- 
standing and skills needed to function in the complex and diverse world of tomorrow. 
Only a critical and transformative multicultural education can prepare them for that 
world” (Banks 1996b, 22). 
Second, I understand my institution’s religious identity to foreground a concern for 
justice.13 Our mission statement declares, “The University of San Diego is a Roman 
Catholic institution committed to advancing academic excellence, expanding liberal 
and professional knowledge, creating a diverse and inclusive community, and preparing 
leaders dedicated to ethical conduct and compassionate service” (University of San 
Diego, “Mission and Vision Statement”). The emphasis on “community” means that “the 
University is committed to creating a welcoming, inclusive, and collaborative community 
accentuated by a spirit of freedom and charity, and marked by protection of the rights 
and dignity of the individual”; and “compassionate service” means that “the University 
embraces the Catholic moral and social tradition by its commitment to serve with com- 
passion, to foster peace, and to work for justice. The University regards peace as insepa- 
rable from justice and advances education, scholarship, and service to fashion a more 
humane world” (University of San Diego, “Mission and Vision Statement”). Indeed, 
USD, while Catholic, declares itself committed to the respectful study of all religions, 
including as goals productive interreligious dialogue and “cultural equity” (University 
of San Diego, “Catholic Identity”). USD also states a commitment to Catholic social 
thought, which is defined as “a rich heritage of wisdom and a living tradition of the 
Church’s commitment to work for a just and peaceful society” and identified as one of 
four “strategic directions” for the university (University of San Diego, “Catholic Social 
Thought”). Although the exact phrase “social justice” does not appear in the mission 
statement, USD clearly aspires to advance this cause,14 as does the Catholic Church itself. 
 
 
12 For detailed analysis of educational inequities, see Kailin (2002) and Wise (2010, 101–12). 
Thompson (1997) and Applebaum (2009) argue that responsible education explicitly teaches students to 
recognize, understand, and think about how to redress the systemic inequalities in U.S. society today. 
Indeed, Thompson holds that “‘education’ that misprepares students for the actual social conditions that 
they are likely to encounter” is actually “miseducation,” à la Carter G. Woodson (Thompson 1997, 15–
16). 
 
13 Fish might not object here. Having charged with indoctrination a professor who tries to convince  
his students of the exigency of oppression, Fish notes parenthetically, “It should go without saying that 
such an accusation would not apply to avowedly sectarian universities; indoctrination in a certain direc- 
tion is quite properly their business” (2008, 68). I teach at a sectarian institution, and what is more, I 
teach theology, albeit as an academic discipline and not as catechesis. Yet even if we at sectarian institu- 
tions can legitimately strive to cultivate values in our students – and I remain unconvinced that only we 
should do so – we must still employ a rigorous selection process to choose these values, and consider 
carefully how best to promote them. 
 
14 USD’s administrators have made much of USD’s designation as an “Ashoka U Changemaker 
Campus,” celebrating our status as a “hub of social innovation” that is “geared toward improving the 






Third, as a Catholic theologian I am deeply concerned with questions about justice 
and peace. Catholic teaching often links social issues with theological claims. The  
church teaches, for example, that racism contravenes justice by violating the principles 
that all human persons are made in the image of God, possess an inviolable dignity, and 
are members of a common human family (United States Conference of Catholic   
Bishops 1979).15 Pope Paul VI famously said, “If you want peace, work for justice” 
(1972). In its emphasis on charity and justice, rights and responsibilities, human dignity 
and the common good, Catholic social teaching exhorts Catholics to follow the example 
of Jesus who, in his healing and teaching ministry, created a community that made a 
point of including people society had ignored or discarded. Accordingly, current themes 
in Catholic social teaching include not only sexual and reproductive issues such as abor- 
tion but also war and peace, the economy, immigration, and racism. 
As a white Catholic theologian, then, I regularly engage the work of black and 
womanist16 theologians as well as other liberationists. Catholic and Protestant womanist 
thinkers, in particular, articulate a broad call for justice, including racial justice, that is 
synchronous with Catholic social thought at its best. The U.S. Catholic bishops have 
emphasized that racism is a sin and have critiqued both individual Catholics and the 
church’s institutional structures for continuing to commit this sin.17 The statements of  
the (mostly white) bishops, however, are generally not as incisive as womanist theolo- 
gians’ in discussing what this sin means for Christians of various backgrounds or how  
to cease to commit it.18 Nevertheless, I experience a great synergy between the inclina- 
tion of my church toward justice and the work of liberationist thinkers who urge all 
people and the church toward justice.19 As I have struggled to teach in an antiracist 
manner, I have drawn on womanist ethics to develop pedagogical strategies for doing  
so. Three hallmarks of womanist method stand out for me as I strive to become an 
antiracist white Catholic theologian and teacher: first, a focus on particularity, attending 
carefully to personal and social contexts; second, an expansive concern to combat not 
only racism and sexism but all injustices; and third, a determination to tell the truth 




15 Catholic theologians, including Cassidy and Mikulich (2007, 5) and Massingale (2010, 74), point 
out that this analysis is quite “thin” in comparison to the bishops’ work on other issues, such as the 
economy. Tellingly, in a pastoral letter issued five years after Brothers and Sisters to Us, the black U.S. 
bishops mentioned the earlier document only to note that its hopes had gone unfulfilled (Black Catholic 
Bishops of the United States 1984, 19–20). 
 
16 Briefly, a womanist is “a black feminist or feminist of color”; Alice Walker crafted the founda- 
tional definition of the term (1983, xi–xii). 
 
17 See especially United States Conference of Catholic Bishops 1979. For an overview and discus- 
sion of this and other church documents on racism, see Massingale (2010, 43–82). Nothwehr (2008) 
provides a sweeping view of the Catholic Church’s history on this issue, including substantial excerpts 
of relevant documents. 
 
18 For one womanist’s practical advice to white people concerning racism, see Townes (2006, 
77–8). 
 
19 Catholic thinkers who have recently published on racial justice, some of whom are womanists, 






In all this, I think my heart has been in the right place. Yet good intentions alone 
accomplish little.20 Having begun to learn about multicultural education, I can say that  
my approach to antiracist pedagogy, which I now understand as a  specific  type  of 
social justice pedagogy, has been preliminary and haphazard. I have taken some initial 
steps, including educating myself about personal and structural racism, diversifying my 
syllabi to include voices from traditionally underrepresented groups, and introducing    
the subjects of race and racism as topics appropriate for study in theology courses. 
While I have consistently worked to improve my methods for presenting and discuss- 
ing this content, becoming conversant with the literature on multicultural education, 
especially social justice pedagogy, has opened my eyes to a wider variety of possible 
strategies. 
 
Initial Attempts at Antiracist Pedagogy 
I am young for an academic, being in my late thirties and having begun my first full- 
time, tenure-track teaching position in 2007. The University of San Diego is a private, 
Roman Catholic, liberal arts, doctoral institution with an undergraduate population of 
about 5,500 students. As of this writing, the Department of Theology and Religious 
Studies, in which I teach, is almost exclusively devoted to the undergraduate core cur- 
riculum. Because it is appropriate to my field, and so that all students can succeed 
without having to endure indoctrination (only about half of USD’s undergraduates self- 
identify as Catholic), I take pains to teach not as a catechist or Bible study facilitator,   
but as an academic introducing students to a history of ideas, somewhat like philosophy. 
Most non-Catholic students understand this distinction and proceed through my courses 
without feeling alienated by the faith-claims that are the subject of investigation. 
In terms of diversity, USD resembles other private institutions of similar size.21 The 
fall 2011 entering class was 58 percent female and 42 percent male; our undergraduate 
student body self-reported as 57 percent white, 17 percent Hispanic/Latino, 6 percent 
Asian, 2 percent black, 5 percent two or more races, 0 percent American Indian or 
Alaska Native, 0 percent Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, and 6 percent nonresident alien or 
international (with 6 percent unknown). Eighty-two percent of the faculty are white. 
USD has an earned reputation for attracting students from wealthy families, but also 
enrolls a substantial number from less affluent backgrounds. Increased diversity of all 
types is widely accepted as a goal. 
In terms of campus climate, an assortment of student groups is hosted by our United 
Front Multicultural Center, and in 2010 USD established a Center for Inclusion and 
Diversity. Moreover, as part of the core curriculum, all undergraduate students must 
fulfill a diversity (or “D”) requirement, which includes taking at least one course in 
which one-third (or more) of the content concerns the experiences and ideas of tradi- 
tionally underrepresented U.S. groups. I have consistently assigned readings authored  
by members of such groups, but because I believe that students should encounter this 
 
 
20 I am beginning to understand how claiming good intentions protects my cherished image of 







21 The statistics in this paragraph, which are rounded to the nearest whole number, are taken from the 
University of San Diego’s internal “Stat Book,” maintained by the Office of Institutional Research and 






material routinely, I have not requested the “D” designator for my courses. When I raise 
diversity issues, students are ready to discuss them, albeit surprised to find them high- 
lighted in a theology class. 
 
Initial Strategies 
In my teaching so far, I have focused on attempting to model antiracism, rather than on 
assessing developments in students’ racial attitudes. Accordingly, I have not formulated 
diversity outcomes for student performance, but have considered my efforts successful 
when students have been willing to engage the issues. Here are five strategies I have 
used regularly. 
1. Diversifying the syllabus: In terms of curricular choices, I have regularly assigned 
texts by theologians who write explicitly as members of underrepresented groups. 
This has successfully exposed students to diverse voices. Yet getting students to 
engage these voices seriously, as distinct from merely becoming aware that they 
exist, is challenging. This issue will be at the core of my efforts going forward. 
2. Listening and discussion exercise: To  introduce the topics of race and racism, I 
have had students listen to a story narrated by a young actress and originally aired 
on National Public Radio’s “This American Life” (National Public Radio 2008). 
The actress describes working in an upscale toy store’s “doll adoption center,” 
selling expensive and highly-sought-after dolls that come in white, Asian, Latino/a, 
and black, and observing white customers’ reactions when the store runs out of 
white dolls. Being not much younger than the actress and sometimes intimately 
familiar with low-level retail jobs, students connect with this presentation. Each 
time I have used it, they have engaged in curious and productive discussions, in 
particular about how racism is a learned behavior and about whether it is “natural” 
to prefer to be with people who “look like us.” I believe this success is largely due 
to the actress’s incisive and appropriate use of humor as she describes a very 
unhumorous situation. 
3. Self-description: To encourage students to cultivate their own self-understandings 
in relation to issues of power and privilege, I present three brief narrative accounts 
of my own achievements in life: a “bootstraps” version emphasizing how hard I 
have worked, an “oppressed” version highlighting sexism I have faced, and a 
“privileged” version exposing some of the unearned advantages I have received. 
One student remarked, “It never occurred to me that you could be both oppressed 
and privileged at the same time.” While students always pay attention when I   
make the subject personal and am willing to self-disclose, they do not necessarily 
respond by turning the spotlight back on themselves.22 
4. Data and statistics: To show that racism is a social or structural problem and not 
just a question of individual persons with problematic attitudes, I present data from 
social science research showing that people from nondominant groups regularly 
experience disadvantages in many areas of society.23 While some students are 
readily convinced by this data, others are not. For example, one objected that since 
 
 
22 On the use of self-disclosure and emotion in the classroom, see Gillespie, Ashbaugh, and DeFiore 






23 Online searches quickly locate many relevant studies. I regularly cite Bertrand and Mullainathan 






black people are “overrepresented” in Hollywood, racism no longer exists. To 
address such claims, I discuss the concept of tokenism and challenge skeptical stu- 
dents to do their own research and bring it back to the class. 
5. “Freeway metaphor”:  To  explain further what I mean by characterizing racism    
as a social sin for which one can and should take responsibility, I use what I        
call my “freeway metaphor.” I tell students that enjoying fully all the benefits of 
membership in U.S. society is like driving on a freeway,  which is purportedly   
open to everyone. Some of us (for example, people of European descent) are 
already on the freeway, driving at the speed limit. Others of us  (for  example, 
people of African descent), for largely historical reasons (this is where the his- 
torical and social science data come in), do not have cars, or have cars that do      
not go fast enough to use the freeway, or are still  coming  up  the  on-ramp. 
Merging into existing traffic may be difficult if the freeway is crowded, yet it is   
not the responsibility of any single driver on the freeway to make room for the 
merging driver. It is polite to make room, and may avert an accident, but ulti- 
mately it is up to the entering driver to merge safely. If no one on the freeway 
makes room, however,  then while no individual driver is solely responsible, the  
fact that no new cars can safely enter becomes the fault of all the drivers on the 
freeway. All become collectively responsible for altering the traffic pattern to 
facilitate safe entrances for those who also wish to use the freeway. To  fail to do    
so is to perpetuate an unjust situation. Even those in the far left lane, unaware 
of the would-be merger’s situation, are complicit: they are contributing to main- 
taining the situation, and thus bear some responsibility for altering it. Students 
typically find this metaphor helpful in clarifying the concept of structural racism  
or social sin. 
To discover what these strategies do and do not accomplish in terms of antiracist 
pedagogy, I turn to the literature. 
 
Analyzing the Strategies 
The literature on multicultural education and social justice pedagogy falls along a broad 
spectrum. Pedagogies that try to educate students with an eye to the world in which they 
will live once they graduate, which – as these pedagogies overtly acknowledge – is the 
world in which they already do live, go by many names: multicultural education; cultur- 
ally relevant education; social justice education; antiracist pedagogy; and teaching for 
diversity, to name only a few. The oldest and broadest descriptor, still very much in use,  
is multicultural education.24 This multiplication of terms renders the literature somewhat 
complex to locate and navigate. Many publications on multicultural education and 
social justice pedagogy appear in venues devoted primarily to education and educational 
theory, but articles also appear in sociology journals and elsewhere. Much literature  
deals with elementary and secondary (K–12) education, often with teacher education; a 





24 This model has venerable origins in oppressed communities’ efforts to utilize education for their 
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recommended strategies, or inventing their own.25 Relatively few publications address 
higher education.26 
In some circles, multicultural education has come to be seen as passé, inadequate, 
or misguided. This may be because of the narrow sense in which the term is often 
employed, as opposed to the broad sense just described. In the narrower sense, multicul- 
tural education tries to expose students to the customs and traditions of various cultures, 
in the hopes that familiarity will breed the opposite of contempt – regard or esteem – or  
at least a “live-and-let-live” kind of tolerance. Some see this as a watered-down version 
of what the original multicultural educators had in mind, arguing that it does not suffi- 
ciently radicalize students to the reality of the world in which they live. At a basic level, 
this can represent a failure to teach at all. For example, Julie Kailin describes white 
elementary school teachers who behave affectionately toward all students and display 
pictures of black s/heroes such as Martin Luther King Jr. on classroom walls, yet exhibit 
little facility when it comes to attending to students’ varied needs and talents. Too often, 
white students thrive while black students are neglected. Kailin calls this “good teachers 
doing bad things” (2002, 5–12). Surveying the field, she concludes that “approaches to 
multicultural education continue to be disturbingly superficial” (2002, 63).27 Conversely, 
critics from the right charge that multicultural education amounts to politically correct 
pandering to special interest groups, or worse (see Niemonen 2007; Webster 1997). 
Both types of critic see multicultural education as ineffective, even dangerous. Yet I 
agree with Banks (1996a, 41) that the fact that multicultural education is not always 
practiced effectively does not warrant discounting it altogether, but rather indicates the 
need to keep refining our approaches. 
Given the abundance of terms, educational theorists have proposed schemas by which 
to categorize the various approaches of multicultural education.28 Banks (1996c) pres- 
ents two. One breaks down “the dimensions of multicultural education” into content 
integration, knowledge construction, equity pedagogy, prejudice reduction, and an 
 
 
25 Kailin sets the various approaches to multicultural education in dialogue with antiracist education 
(2002, 47–64). While Kailin’s research focuses on K–12 teacher education, her holistic approach 
contextualizes the issues in a manner invaluable for college-level teachers as well. 
 
26 For obvious reasons, this article emphasizes the literature on higher education. Examples include 
Skubikowski, Wright, and Graf (2009); Adams (1992); Schoem, Frankel, Zuniga, and Lewis (1993); 
Adams, Bell, and Griffin (2007); and the publications by philosophers of education Thompson and 
Applebaum, cited throughout this article. Also consider Pence and Fields (1999); Barrish (2002); 
Gillespie, Ashbaugh, and DeFiore (2002); Bell (2003); the aforementioned articles in Teaching Theol- 
ogy and Religion (see note 6 above); and others. 
 
27 Martin Luther King Day and Black History Month are often critiqued as celebrations which com- 
mendably introduce black history into the school calendar, but simultaneously keep it contained and 
separate from the general curriculum. This reinscribes stereotypes of African American history and 
achievement as limited to experiences of oppression, involving few key actors, and relevant only to 
black people. For one such critique, see Prashad (2009). 
 
28 Appropriately enough, these schemas take diverse forms. Here are two examples in addition to 
those discussed in the text. Kailin (2002, 47–9) appeals to G. L. Brandt’s threefold schema describing 
government approaches to multicultural education as assimilationist, integrationist, and cultural plural- 
ism. Marchesani and Adams (1992; see also Adams and Love 2009) encourage teachers to focus on   
four interrelated components relevant to social justice education: knowing the students, knowing oneself 






empowering school culture (1996d), and the other describes five “types of knowledge”: 
personal/cultural, popular, mainstream academic, transformative academic, and school 
(1996b). While Banks’ schemas will be invaluable as I expand my efforts, I find 
Christine Sleeter and Carl A. Grant’s (2009) schema describing specific teaching 
approaches most applicable in parsing my attempts.29 
Sleeter and Grant describe five different attitudes to multicultural education as it is 
practiced in the classroom: (1) “teaching the exceptional and culturally different,” seeing 
minority students as needing to be integrated into “mainstream” society, which is 
believed to be basically sound; (2) “human relations,” interrupting and reducing overt 
incidents of intolerance, such as name-calling and racial epithets; (3) “single-group 
studies,” focusing in depth on a particular perspective, such as black studies or women’s 
studies; (4) “multicultural education,” treating cultural differences as an asset and 
working towards more equitable distributions of power within the current system; and 
(5) “multicultural social justice education,” treating cultural differences as an asset and 
working to reshape the currently unjust structures of society to empower all people to 
participate fully. Sleeter and Grant prefer the last approach, which aims to radicalize 
multicultural education into an activist pedagogy that trains students to recognize and 
combat various forms of injustice in society, including in their own schools. In distin- 
guishing “social justice” efforts from the others, Sleeter and Grant develop a model 
whose goals are broadly in line with the aims of what is variously called “social justice 
education” or “teaching for diversity.” They describe this model as “visionary” (2009, 
198). 
This schema helps me make sense of what my attempts have and have not accom- 
plished. Like Sleeter and Grant, I reject the first model, the idea that “exceptional and 
culturally different” students need to be “mainstreamed,” and tend toward the fifth, 
“multicultural social justice education.” Perhaps most significantly, this schema reveals 
that diversifying the syllabus is an exposure approach, whether it represents “single- 
group studies” or more than one group.30 The chief effect of my own syllabus diversifi- 
cation effort has been to make students aware that diversity can affect one’s 
understanding of Christian symbols and the Christian life; for example, students are 
intrigued by James H. Cone’s claim that Jesus is black (Cone 1997, 99–126). Such 
efforts, however, do not automatically translate into “social justice education” or “teach- 
ing for diversity” in the sense of empowering students to engage diversity’s challenges 
productively. 
Sleeter and Grant’s schema also helps me to distinguish among presenting material 
from various groups in a critical and accessible manner (“multicultural education”), 
dealing with racist or otherwise problematic student comments (“human relations”), and 
trying to get white students to see how their own racial privilege is illuminated by this 
material (“multicultural social justice education,” or, in Applebaum’s [2010] phrase, 
“white complicity pedagogy”).31 Playing the radio story, sharing self-narratives, 
 
 
29 Grant and Sleeter have K–12 education in mind, especially in their volume of curricular sugges- 
tions (2008). The approaches discussed here, however, are equally applicable to college-level teaching. 
 
30 Thompson (2002, 439–40) critiques the “exposure approach” in relation to antiracist pedagogy. 
 
31 As Rothenberg states, “white privilege is the other side of racism” (2008, 1). I am working to 






presenting social science data, and explaining the freeway metaphor are all ways of 
showing that U.S. society is structured unjustly, and I have hoped that this knowledge 
might inspire students to try to do something about it.32 In presenting this material in 
theology classes, I have aimed to encourage critical reflection on what an adequate 
Catholic/Christian response (theological, practical, or both) to racism might be. 
Thus analyzed, these strategies appear to exhibit rather inchoate and feeble attempts  
at what Sleeter and Grant call “multicultural social justice education.” It is worth repeat- 
ing that while I have required students to understand the arguments we consider, I have 
not graded them on whether they are persuaded. In fact, I have stated repeatedly that  
they do not have to agree with me or each other about what, if anything, should be 
done.33 
At this point, a dangerous possibility arises. Having catalogued my efforts, I could 
congratulate myself for being a “good white person” who is sensitive to diversity issues 
and nudges her students to think about them. I could decide that is all I can do, indeed 
more than most (white) people do. It would be easy to ignore the questions lurking in   
the back of my mind: Should I require, not just encourage, my students to engage ques- 
tions about racial injustice? and Is it responsible to require students who already “get it” 
to listen to me trying to persuade students who don’t that race matters? Resisting this 
temptation, in the next section I turn to thinkers who address such questions head-on, 
making a compelling case for why a robust form of multicultural education – specifi- 
cally, antiracist education – is needed and warranted today. Their ideas help me to 
evaluate my overall approach to antiracist pedagogy. 
 
Rethinking Strategies and Goals 
For critiquing my approaches, attitudes, and goals in attempting to employ antiracist 
pedagogy, the most useful literature I have found is the writing of philosophers of edu- 
cation Barbara Applebaum and Audrey Thompson. Since the 1990s, they have been 
naming, describing, and evaluating various aspects of antiracist education, especially as  
it pertains to white teachers and students. Both white, Thompson and Applebaum stand 
on the shoulders of Paulo Freire, bell hooks, Gloria Ladson-Billings, and others. They   
do not claim, nor do I claim, to understand social inequities better than theorists of   
color. Nevertheless, as a white professor with many white students, I find Thompson and 
Applebaum helpful as “insider” interpreters of the white mind. White people aspiring to 
antiracism must acknowledge our indebtedness to people of color, but we also need to   
do some of the work ourselves (see, for example, Harvey, Case, and Gorsline 2004). 
Given our privileged racial background, we arrive at our commitment to multicultural 
education differently than our colleagues of color and may experience different chal- 
lenges in implementing it. Thompson and Applebaum model sophisticated ways for 
white educators to grapple with the question of why and how we should attempt to 
teach for justice. 
 
 
32 I am still working on how to present this material in a way that is equally useful to white stu- 







33 I have repeated this assurance in order to keep students’ attention. But I may have wrongly 
conflated engagement and agreement (Applebaum 2010, 91–117); Thompson notes, “Merely catering to 






Like the thinkers of color upon whom they depend, Thompson and Applebaum 
strongly defend the thesis that social justice pedagogy is an imperative in a racialized 
society. They believe education should require students to face the reality of 
racialization and empower them to advocate for justice (Thompson 1997; Applebaum 
2009, 2010). This systematic defense of social justice pedagogy maintains that one can 
practice this pedagogy without compromising academic integrity or objectivity (see 
especially Applebaum 2009), an argument that perhaps only needs to be made to a 
privileged white audience. While Thompson and Applebaum enumerate relatively few 
concrete examples and guidelines, they outline a theoretical framework within which it 
becomes possible to evaluate examples and draft guidelines. 
Applebaum wrestles with communicating to students, especially white students, 
exactly what is amiss in society and why they should be concerned about it. Her elabo- 
ration of “white complicity pedagogy” (2010) proposes that white students must be 
carefully guided to recognize their implication in ongoing systemic injustices, and that 
this is a necessary step toward dismantling those injustices. This pedagogy aims to show 
how benefiting from white supremacy is linked to contributing to it; that simply declar- 
ing one’s non-support for white supremacy accomplishes very little, although it may 
bolster one’s sense of oneself as virtuous; that if one is white it is impossible to escape 
complicity; and that the way forward includes vigilance against denials of complicity. 
Applebaum shows that approaching such topics directly, and being clear about what is 
expected, is vital to success. 
Thompson’s corpus, also theoretically rich, contains a greater number of practical 
suggestions. She offers a useful caution in refusing to describe the just society we are 
seeking. While many proponents of multicultural education appear to presume that the 
nature of a just society is known,34 Thompson emphasizes that our society is not yet 
skilled enough at cross-racial or cross-cultural collaboration to determine the specifics of 
such a vision (see especially Thompson 2003a). Until we reach this point, it reinscribes 
power and privilege for teachers – who are about 84 percent white in elementary and 
secondary education, down from 91 percent in 1986 (Feistritzer 2011), and 79 percent 
white in higher education (National Center for Education Statistics 2011)35 – to take on 
this task. Instead, Thompson proposes that we train students to think creatively and 
collaboratively about justice issues, without predetermining what constitutes a good 
response. 
To this end, Thompson advocates performative pedagogy. She encourages teachers to 
lean less on the knowledge and experiences that students bring into the classroom, and 
instead transform the classroom into a site where students share new experiences and 
analyze them collaboratively. This can be done in various ways. One text-based method 
 
 
34 For example, Kailin does not seek “change for its own sake. The purpose of such change must be to 
build a more inclusive, democratic, and just society for all. That is the mission of antiracist education” 
(2002, xv). By not elaborating on what this society would entail, Kailin implies that it is simply obvious. 
 
35 Kailin’s charge that K–12 schools, where people of color are underrepresented in teaching posi- 
tions and overrepresented in service positions, “are a paradigm of the plantation” (2002, 69), would 
seem to apply to higher education as well. Yet white teachers are not necessarily less capable of social 
justice pedagogy than teachers of color; Banks (1996b, 22) points out that “there is enormous diversity 
among European Americans that is mirrored in the backgrounds of the teacher population, including 
diversity related to religion, social class, region, and ethnic origin,” implying that this diversity could 






is to require students to consider texts against the social backdrop against which they 
arose and through the perspective, not first of the student who reads the text and reacts   
to it, but of another established thinker who has grappled with the ideas (Thompson  
1997, 34–35). For example, Thompson’s students study the positions taken in the debate 
between Washington and Du Bois, not as ultimate statements with which to agree or 
disagree, but as intentional moves against a particular, complex social backdrop. These 
positions are further illuminated by Toni Morrison or Carter G. Woodson’s interpreta- 
tions of them. Students work together to make sense of the reasoning behind each per- 
spective.36 A second performative-pedagogy proposal is designed to disrupt dominant 
“common sense,” the white values often enshrined as part of the educational process. 
Thompson suggests an immersion model along the lines of foreign language instruction: 
teaching a class entirely in Black English Vernacular (Thompson 1997, 33). Many pro- 
fessors, myself included, would not actually be able to do this; still, the idea helps to 
clarify what Thompson has in mind when she advocates performative pedagogy. In   
these and other ways, Thompson envisions creating shared in-class experiences. By pro- 
voking rigorous analysis and discussion, Thompson insists, such experiences can draw 
students into a subject in which they might not have been interested initially, or might 
have resisted if faced with it head-on. 
Thompson’s strategies have the potential to sidestep common obstacles to teaching  
for social justice: indifference or resistance from privileged students, for example, or the 
sense that class members must immediately take sides along “natural” lines of class,  
race, gender, or sexuality. From her work, I have gleaned a number of principles – cau- 
tions, really – that help me critique my efforts. The most significant five, and my reflec- 
tions, are these: 
1. Stay mindful of context. Keep in mind the racist structures of society from which 
students and professor come, in which the institution is embedded, and which 
shape the classroom unless professor and students work to contravene them (see 
especially Thompson 1997).37 I have been mindful (in my mind) of society’s 
 
 
36 At first glance, this suggestion bears a striking resemblance to Fish’s insistence, noted earlier, that 
unsubstantiated opinions be declared inadmissible in class discussions and only “rational” arguments con- 
sidered. The vital difference is that Thompson would presumably reject as nonsensical, irresponsible, and 
dangerous Fish’s notion of “academicizing”: “To academicize a topic is to detach it from the context of 
its real world urgency, where there is a vote to be taken or an agenda to be embraced, and insert it into a 
context of academic urgency, where there is an account to be offered or an analysis to be performed” 
(Fish 2008, 27). Here Applebaum’s distinction between critical thinking and critical pedagogy becomes 
salient: critical thinking prizes impartiality, rational deliberation, and objectivity traditionally understood, 
whereas critical pedagogy prizes learning to think outside the box, engaging questions that are often dis- 
missed out of hand because they arise from non-dominant perspectives (Applebaum 2009). Drawing on 
Nicholas Burbules, Applebaum explains, “For advocates of critical thinking, being impartial is key, and 
teachers must avoid any advocacy because of the risk of imposing their viewpoint, their values, or their 
beliefs on their students. Advocates of critical pedagogy, Burbules explains, claim that this ‘impartiality’ 
functions to support the political status quo that remains as the invisible and uncontested background....  
The type of criticality that critical pedagogy promotes involves asking questions that are often not consid- 
ered possible to think. This type of criticality not only compliments [sic] but also enhances the criticality 
that critical thinking advocates endorse” (Applebaum 2009, 394). See also Ellsworth’s (1989) critique of 
critical pedagogy’s reliance on “rationality.” 
 
37 I am rethinking how to present social science data as a result of research by Mazzocco (2006). In 






unjust structures, and have striven to display them to students through the strate- 
gies I described previously. But I have not worked to contravene these structures as 
they manifest in the classroom. I need to think further about this. 
2. Perform, don’t preach. Engage in pedagogy that resembles art or performance, not 
propaganda, by creating generative in-class experiences that students can analyze 
together (see especially Thompson 1995; 1997; 2002). Having students listen to   
the NPR story and presenting narratives describing myself fit here. This helps me  
to understand why these strategies have worked and to think about creating more 
such experiences, including with texts. 
3. Leave outcomes open. Do not pre-emptively specify the outcome, either of any 
particular student experience or discussion, or of what a post-racist society should 
look like; allow outcomes to emerge from conversations, and to remain future 
goals, rather than determining them before students arrive.38 I am definitely guilty  
of specifying outcomes, although I have not always made them explicit to the stu- 
dents; for example, I have judged my success (as defined earlier) based on whether 
students have displayed openness to critiquing racial injustice, though, as noted, I 
have not judged student success (or assigned grades) based on this. 
4. Avoid derailment honestly. Accept that the process of coming to awareness and 
facility with issues of racial justice is complex, difficult, and fraught, especially for 
white students, and do not allow this reality to derail the conversation (see espe- 
cially Thompson 2002, 446–8; Applebaum 2010, 110–11). I have hesitated to be 
direct about this for fear of “losing” students. I am now finding that acknowledg- 
ing it and encouraging students through it prevents at least some from “checking 
out.” 
5. Remember your limitations. You too are shaped by racism; don’t think of yourself 
as the exception, the “good white” or “lone hero,” the shining example for your 
students (Thompson 2003b, 2008). This is an especially important reminder for  
me; it complements Applebaum’s insistence that white people can never escape 
complicity, though we can try to avoid denying it (2010). 
However imperfectly, I am attempting to implement these principles in my teaching. 
For example, for a recent class session, I had assigned a text by Catholic womanist 
theologian Diana L. Hayes (2009). In the past, I had begun presenting womanist think- 
ers by explaining the term “womanist,” and I could always count on some students, 
usually white, to dismiss them, commenting that since they discuss black women’s 
 
necessary to address racial disparities with color-conscious policies, Mazzocco found students needed to 
grapple with three distinct lines of argument: evidence of current inequalities, explanations of the his- 
torical reasons for those inequalities, and a critique of the American notion of meritocracy. If any of  
these were missing, learners were not convinced, and in some cases their existing beliefs were strength- 
ened. Wise (2010, 167–8) pointed me to Mazzocco’s research. 
 
38 Imagine my surprise when, having used my “freeway metaphor” for years and titled this article  
after it, I discovered Thompson’s article “Anti-Racist Work Zones” (2003a), in which she uses the meta- 
phor of a freeway to critique (white) social justice educators’ tendency to assume that everyone knows 
what an egalitarian society would look like. Thompson argues that to talk as though we all know where 
we are going is disingenuous at best and an abuse of power at worst, since interracial relations have yet  
to develop to the point where we could discuss how to structure a post-racist society. While I have used 
my “freeway metaphor” to discuss getting everyone onto the freeway, as distinct from getting to a par- 






experiences, their ideas are irrelevant to other groups.39 In this session, however, I pre- 
sented Hayes first as a Catholic theologian whose essay exemplifies the officially sanc- 
tioned Catholic method of biblical interpretation, and only then went on to explain how 
her interpretation is also “womanist.” This time, I encountered no overt resistance. Stu- 
dents asked how Hayes’s ideas could apply to non-African American groups, but as a 
question, not a criticism. We began discussing the insidious use to which European- 
descended slave owners had put the biblical story of the “curse of Ham” (Genesis 9:18–
27): to justify enslaving black Africans on the grounds that Egyptians were the 
descendants of the accursed grandson of Noah. One student asked, “But how did they 
know which part of Africa to get the slaves from?” Another replied, “They didn’t. It 
wasn’t based on logic.” Although I had not insisted we discuss racial justice issues, the 
material induced the students to consider them, with curiosity rather than defensiveness. 
Almost inadvertently, I did what Thompson urges: created an experience with a text 
where the students grappled with serious issues, while doing an end-run around the 
hang-ups that students often bring into such a conversation. A subtle change in my 
approach made a significant difference. 
 
Conclusion: A Different Kind of Conversation 
My research and experiences persuade me that my initial approach to antiracist peda- 
gogy – trying to sneak it in the back door and hoping to convince students before they 
notice what I am doing40 – has been largely ineffective. In fact, insofar as it generates 
student resentment, it is counter-productive. Slowly but surely, therefore, I am altering 
the way I teach. These changes feel frustratingly minute and excruciatingly gradual. As 
a privileged white person, I have discovered no shortcuts, either to understanding the 
need for antiracist pedagogy or to enacting it in the classroom. 
This is a complex and daunting task, risky to be sure. But given the social, political, 
and economic functions of higher education in U.S. society,41 failing to undertake it 
means actively participating in perpetuating unjust systems. Consider this observation by 
ethicist Jack A. Hill: 
 
When I began teaching at TCU in 2000, I quickly became aware of a disjunction 
between the school’s stated mission of ‘educating ethical leaders and responsible 
citizens for a global community’ and what we professors were actually doing: 
namely, providing largely white, upper middle class consumers with the skills to 
 
 
39 As noted, USD enrolls very few black students; I have taught one or two per class, sometimes 
none. 
 
40 I see myself reflected in Bartky’s frank description of her efforts to get students to engage sexism  
as “‘seductive,’ that is, I try to charm students into liking me so they will like the course, hence take 
seriously my invitation both to learn something new and in the course of this learning, to subject  
received opinion to critical scrutiny” (Bartky 2002, 13). Thompson calls this the “charismatic” approach 
(2002, 442–3). 
 
41 See Robert Jensen (2005, 20–22) and Patricia J. Williams (1997, 54–55) on how the Greek 
system both perpetuates racial segregation and produces a huge proportion of our national leaders, 





112) on racial inequities in K–12 education, the quality of which, of course, profoundly shapes stu- 






carve out for themselves a comfort zone at the center of an otherwise fractious 
and threatening world. (2009a, 2) 
 
Teaching and learning never occur in a socio-political vacuum. Yet, even once a pro- 
fessor realizes this and resolves to act, factors beyond her personal motivation, 
knowledge, and skill set will shape her efforts profoundly. Hill’s account foregrounds 
at least three such factors: institutional orientation, faculty commitment, and student 
disposition. 
Some scholars consider institutional support for social justice pedagogy to be crucial. 
As noted, Banks (1996d) identifies “an empowering school culture and social structure” 
as a dimension of successful multicultural education. Likewise, describing Middlebury 
College’s decades-long quest to become a “social justice institution,” Skubikowski 
emphasizes that 
 
the socially just classroom needs a socially just academy in order to flourish. 
Faculty will take pedagogical risks in supportive environments. ...... [M]any faculty 
feel vulnerable in their efforts to teach social inequity or to try new engaged 
pedagogies, and they need communication, development, and support. (2009, 97) 
 
Such resources, however,  may or may not exist, and some scholars proceed without   
a guarantee of institutional support. For example, Kuecker shows that allowing his 
work as an activist to inform his teaching and scholarship is an ongoing struggle 
because his university, like most, is set up to preclude solidarity with people on the 
ground: it is an “ivory tower,” a place where the pursuit of objectivity is protected 
from the real world (Kuecker 2009, 47). Consequently, Kuecker believes that to be  
an “academic activist,” one must either eliminate the borders between academy and 
society or engage in radical pedagogy (2009, 50). Changing an institution takes time, 
whereas individuals can alter their pedagogical strategies more quickly.42 
Still, as Hill notes, most college professors do not emphasize grappling with social 
justice issues as a primary goal for their students. Institutions that declare a commitment 
to justice as part of their mission often do not require that this concern be taken up in    
the classroom. At USD, we are currently rethinking how to educate students for diver- 
sity, and it is difficult to build consensus around proposed changes. While my institution 
has supported my research in this area, I have done it largely on my own. It would cer- 
tainly be easier to hone antiracist pedagogical strategies in a local community of like- 
minded colleagues. 
Thinking across the academy, it is not clear that most professors, even if willing, 
would be prepared to implement social justice pedagogies. Many know little about   
them, and to learn takes time and effort. Furthermore, the ability to implement these 
pedagogies effectively is not only a question of gaining knowledge. While racial identity 
development theories, such as those described by Helms (2008) and Hardiman and 
Jackson (1992), have their limitations (see Thompson 2003b, 14–15), they do show that 
people move through stages of awareness of personal and structural racism. Some white 
 
 
42 Getting out ahead of one’s institution in social justice education can be risky; “radical pedagogy”  is 
not typical pedagogy. Kuecker’s institution supports him in the episode he describes, but such stories do 






people never do gain much understanding. When educators, including liberal educators, 
“have not yet developed a critical consciousness about power relationships and institu- 
tional oppression or the ability to offer more equitable alternatives,” they “are not ready 
to be teaching about social justice” (Goodman 2001, 172). 
Once the work begins, challenges abound. Many students, especially whites, strenu- 
ously resist the idea that the comfort zone to which Hill refers is ill-gotten or illusory, 
while some welcome it.43 What’s more, professors who want to teach about social 
justice sometimes exhibit the same avoidance tactics as students (Turpin 2008, 146), 
perhaps because unsettling feelings of “culture shock,” “self-shock,” and being a 
“sojourner” arise when a professor of privileged background begins addressing bias in 
the classroom (Weinstein and Obear 1992, 39–50). Successfully negotiating these intel- 
lectual, emotional, and spiritual dynamics requires hard work and the willingness to 
make, admit, and learn from mistakes. 
For myself, I expect implementing antiracist pedagogy to be a career-long process. 
Keeping this in mind, the next phase of my efforts is coalescing around a new lower- 
division theology course I am developing. This course affords me an opportunity to 
synthesize these issues in an explicit and sustained manner. Entitled “Racial Justice: 
Catholic Perspectives,”44 the course functions as an introduction to Catholic theology  
that considers questions about racial justice rigorously and systematically, as germane to 
the subject. I am experimenting with applying Banks’ (1996b) “types of knowledge” 
schema to the course’s theological content. Assignments and learning outcomes will 
require students to engage racial justice questions actively throughout the course. I am 
applying to have USD’s diversity designation appended to the course number, so that 
students can anticipate and receive credit for the work we will do. I hope to begin facili- 
tating a qualitatively different kind of conversation in the classroom, to keep open the 
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Definition, Theory, Purpose and Professional Development 
 
A L D A M . B L A K EN EY  






The purpose of this paper is to define Antiracist Pedagogy and 
estab- lish it within the sociological framework of Critical 
Theory. Antiracist Pedagogy is a paradigm located within 
Critical Theory utilized to ex- plain and counteract the 
persistence and impact of racism. This paper indicates the need 
for the establishment of Antiracist Pedagogy within the school 
curriculum as well as the necessary professional develop- ment 
required to implement Antiracist Pedagogy effectively. 
 
Definition 
Antiracist Pedagogy is a paradigm located within Critical 
Theory util- ized to explain and counteract the persistence and 
impact of racism using praxis as its focus to promote social 
justice for the creation of a democratic society in every respect. 
Antiracist Pedagogy and Multicultural Education are 
frequently in- terchanged; however, upon examining the three 
major models of Mul- ticultural Education (Kailin, 2002): the 
Assimilationist Model, the Integrationist Model and the Cultural 
Pluralism Model. Antiracist Pedagogy distinguishes itself critically 
from Multicultural Education. The Assimilationist Model provides 
for the merging of immigrants into American culture based on the 
melting pot theory; however, the distin- guishing characteristic of 
color makes this unacceptable for people of color. The basis of the 
Integrationist Model is the provision of oppor- tunity for 
participating in American society; however, this model fails   to 
address the problem of racism’s impact on opportunity. The basis 
of The Cultural Pluralism Model is mutual accommodation for 
the goal of 





productivity, which proceeds to assimilation; however, with regard to people 
of color, theories associated with cultural depravity surface to explain their 
failure to follow the socioeconomic patterns of upward mobility. Antiracist 
pedagogy is expansive enough to include what each of the three models of 
Multicultural Education excludes. In order for one to assimilate into a society 
via the Assimilationist Model, one must adopt the racial identity of the 
dominant culture. When the dominant culture is physically similar, as is the 
case with European immigrants, the task is possible; however, it is never 
without the cost of losing cultural customs and traditions and nearly impossible 
for people of color. The distinguishing feature of color always remains. The 
dis- tinguishing characteristic of color does not limit Antiracist Pedagogy, and 
it deals specifically and directly with the problem of racism. 
Antiracist Pedagogy makes provision for understanding the impact of race 
on opportunity as well as the cultural differences associated with upward 
mobility patterns by focusing on the constructs of these inequalities. Antiracist 
Pedagogy also addresses the historical con- structs that facilitate inequalities 
and seeks to create an antiracist para- digm that in time will serve to 
historically condition a new antiracist society. Antiracist Pedagogy includes 
explicit instruction on confront- ing racism without reservation or risk of 
ostracism, both of which are necessary in a society that mandates the purpose 
of public education as the production of democratic citizenry. Antiracist 
Pedagogy aims at transformation by challenging the individual as well as the 
structural system that perpetuates racism (Kailin, 2002). Antiracist Pedagogy 
avoids a perspective that views the issues and concerns of the group from a 
holistic perspective due to the intricacies and uniqueness of is- sues and 
concerns of each group. 
 
Theoretical Perspective 
Antiracist Pedagogy is born out of social oppression and the inability of 
current social theory to improve the resulting oppression, which re- quires 
interpretation from the Critical Theory perspective of sociology. Antiracist 
pedagogy assists in the elimination of social oppression through the revelation 
of its oppressive nature, which is in keeping with the goal of Critical Theory. 
Critical Theory draws on the methods of interpretative theory as well. 
According to interpretive theory, indi- 





viduals act and interact based on perceived meaning; therefore, one cannot 
expect the elimination of racist behavior without a change in perceived 
meaning. Antiracist pedagogy has the potential to cause a paradigm shift, 
which will facilitate a change in perceived meaning. The works of Apple 
(1979, 2000), Dewey (1987), Freire (1994, 2000) and Giroux (1983, 1992) are 
prominent in Antiracist Pedagogy. 
Antiracist Pedagogy is born out of the meshing of Multicultural Education 
and Critical Pedagogy. This meshing creates a framework, which allows for 
the development of ideology associated with Antirac- ist Pedagogy. The type 
of ideology associated with Antiracist Peda- gogy provides a method for 
addressing race, ethnicity, power and class. Such an ideology becomes a 
reflection of an individual con- sciousness relative to the dynamics of a racist 
society. In addition, ide- ology associated with Antiracist Pedagogy reveals the 
creators of racist ideologies, how long they prevail and whom they serve. The 
ideology of Antiracist Pedagogy is a tool for analysis, which helps to identify 
the principles of structure that allow individuals to navigate between the 
dominant society and daily life events. The ideology of Antiracist Pedagogy 
has, as its basis the development of consciousness related to how society 
operates with regard to race. Development of this con- sciousness is the result 
of an in-depth comprehension of the impact of racism and the experiences of 
racism. This also allows for the devel- opment of a voice for expressing the 
impact of racism, which in turn allows analysis of racism. 
Freire’s conscientization is a level of consciousness that allows you to see 
yourself as part of the world community. As a member of the world 
community, you are compelled to transform the world for the betterment of 
all world citizens. Antiracist Pedagogy allows one to act on the world in an 
effective manner that yields transformation of the world. Transformation is 
accomplished through reflection and action, praxis (Freire, 2000). This 
transformation yields a level of conscious- ness that culturally and historically 
conditions the members of the soci- ety. The effectiveness of this cultural and 
historical conditioning results in varying levels of consciousness. Antiracist 
Pedagogy is also a form of problem-posing education as outlined by Freire 
(2000) based on praxis and critical perception of reality being dynamic and 
responsive to transformation. This critical perception of reality is driven by 
dia- logue that “awakens awareness” (p. 127) thereby creating knowledge that 
is a critical perception of reality capable of explaining reality 





(Freire, 1994). Antiracist Pedagogy is a reflection of the oppression defined 
by the oppressed that allows for a change in the reality of op- pression by those 
impacted negatively by its resulting racism. Praxis on racism takes place 
among the members within the context of the soci- ety resulting in the 
revelation of the critical perception of the racist so- ciety. The resulting 
knowledge explains and most importantly transforms the society through 
antiracist behaviors. Praxis on racism allows for the development of levels of 
consciousness that result in varying levels of antiracist behaviors among the 
members of the soci- ety. Antiracist behaviors allows for historical and 
cultural transforma- tion of the world theoretically. Antiracist Pedagogy can 
produce such a transformation, a paradigm shift, resulting in various levels of 
con- sciousness that allow members of society to exhibit varying levels of 
antiracist behaviors; thereby, creating an antiracist paradigm. 
Antiracist Pedagogy challenges the individual to take on a Deweyan 
perspective regarding democracy through inquiry, experi- mentation and 
reflection; thereby, providing the opportunity to make changes based on 
current conditions (Thompson, 2002). Inquiry and experimentation represent 
action and when coupled with reflection represent praxis. Antiracist pedagogy 
allows for the consideration of the perspectives of others within their current 
context, which in turn creates a broadened knowledge base of others and 
identifies common interests, which is indicative of democratic citizenry. This 
Deweyan perspective is reflective of the problem-posing educational nature 
of Antiracist Pedagogy where praxis and the critical perception of reality 
combine to transform that reality based on the expanded, shared knowledge 
base and the current conditions. 
 
Purpose and Necessity 
Several prevailing catalysts within society, which perpetuate racism and its 
impact, support the need for Antiracist Pedagogy. These cata- lysts are 
opportunities for implementation of Antiracist Pedagogy. Each catalyst 
provides opportunity for praxis, conscientization and transformation within 
the context of problem-posing education from the perspective of the 
oppressed. These catalysts raise the level of con- sciousness for the oppressed 
demonstrating Freire’s conscientization, 





which allows the oppressed to perceive themselves as world citizens and 
compels the oppressed to act for transformation of the world 
 
Types of Racism as Catalysts 
Tatum (1999) defines aversive racism as a form of subtle racism com- posed 
of stereotypes and racial biases. Aversive racism in education manifests itself 
as institutional racism observed in selection of curricu- lum and teachers; 
tracking or categorization of students from racially marginalized groups in 
special education classes at a disproportionate number; and, teaching practices 
and expectations. Negative images of people of color displayed in popular 
culture create institutional racism according to Kailin (2002). This type of 
institutional racism creates a perception of targeted groups as disadvantaged 
and subject to negative outcomes, which intensify and support racism. These 
conduits of ra- cism systematically and effectively exclude students from 
educational opportunities and its concomitant benefits (Irvine, 1991). 
Presented in a problem-posing context, examples of these types of racism 
allow for praxis, conscientization and transformation. 
 
Cultural Discontinuity as a Catalyst 
Asante (as cited in Irvine, 1991) describes cultural discontinuity as resulting 
when the cultures of students of color do not match the pre- dominately-
Eurocentric school culture. This mismatch causes clashes of verbal and 
nonverbal communication resulting in misinterpretation and 
misunderstanding between teachers and students. Merton (as cited in Irvine) 
describes self-fulfilling prophecy as the bringing to fruition a false definition 
based on a communicated expectation; thereby, making the false definition 
true. Merton believes this concept exists due to structural components of 
society. In a problem-posing context, members of different cultures view 
examples of verbal and nonverbal communication from other cultures. These 
meanings dis- cussed and interpreted through the lens of each culture 
restructure the structural components of society to create an antiracist self-
fulfilling prophecy through praxis, conscientization and transformation. 





Perspectives of Race as Catalysts 
Banks, Fordham, and Ogbu (as cited in Carter & Goodwin, 1994) purport the 
significance of race in education from three perspectives. Banks indicates that 
effective integration of culture and ethnicity into the curriculum can only 
occur through confronting race and imple- menting strategies that change 
negative attitudes towards race. Ford- ham indicates that students must choose 
between race and academic success due to the perception that academic 
success indicates aban- donment of racial integrity for whiteness. Ogbu 
declares that the caste- like status of race is an obstacle to academic success 
based on the per- ception that race reflects academic ability. Each of these 
perspectives is an opportunity for posing problems within context. The impact 
of negative perspectives on race within a problem-posing context also allow 
for praxis, conscientization and transformation of negative per- spectives to 
positive perspectives. 
 
Issues and Concerns about Race as Catalysts 
Dilg (1999) describes the effect of a course designed to address culture and 
race on adolescents. The outcomes indicate that adolescents have the desire to 
know and understand the issues surrounding culture and race. She also 
indicates that this type of study is “complex, difficult, awkward, painful, and 
in many ways unfamiliar” (p. 98), but necessary for psychological and social 
development and commitment to social justice. For example, racial and 
cultural issues experienced by adoles- cents represent problems posed within 
context and allow for a very natural flow of praxis, conscientization and 
transformation of issues surrounding race and culture. Adolescents would 
address these issues using praxis. Praxis typically results in consciousness 
raising, which reflects psychological and social development. Commitment to 
social justice is a manifestation of conscientization, as it would demonstrate 
their transformative response to their racial and cultural issues. 
 
Demographics as Catalysts 
Rosenberg (1998) indicates a pressing need for Antiracist Pedagogy given the 
demographics of education. The population of school chil- dren is becoming 
increasingly diverse while the racial composition of 





preservice teachers is 90% white. Houston, Ligons, and Rosodo (1998) 
Houston et al., (1998) indicate that ignoring race instructionally or relationally 
or focusing exclusively on race can result in under achievement. The effect of 
these teachers given their white dominant perspective is undeterminable for 
the diverse populations they will be instructing. For example, what happens 
when a well-intentioned teacher with a white dominant perspective chooses to 
ignore race, does she not in effect ignore a part of who the student is? Students 
may per- ceive such an attitude as an indicator of their cultural deprivation or 
incapacity for upward social mobility. Demographics too represent problems 
posed within context and allow for a very natural flow for praxis, 
conscientization and transformation. Through praxis, conscien- tization and 
transformation teachers can develop attitudes that better support students 
within their cultural contexts. For example, the teacher presents the current 
demographics to students in a diverse classroom and explains that her goal is 
for everyone to function opti- mally in this diverse setting. In the context, 
problem becomes discover- ing how the teacher and the students will work 
together to achieve the goal of optimal functioning for all. 
The use of knowledge, reflection and action defines praxis. Using praxis 
as its focus, Antiracist Pedagogy is theoretically capable of eliminating these 
prevailing catalysts of racism in society, ensuring that diversity is promoted and 
respected and creating a context for promot- ing social justice and 
promulgating understanding and acceptance, the fruits of social justice. If 
indeed the purpose of public education is the production of democratic 
citizenry, then the implementation of Anti- racist Pedagogy serves to 
counteract the catalysts that persist in per- petuating racism and its negative 
impact in education. The catalysts presented clearly indicate the purpose and 
necessity for Antiracist Pedagogy. 
 
Professional Development 
An essential factor in the successful implementation of Antiracist Pedagogy 
is professional development. Untrained teachers will not be able to implement 
Antiracist Pedagogy successfully due to its founda- tion in Critical Theory and 
the significance of the ideology associated with Antiracist Pedagogy. In 
addition, lack of training will hinder An- 





tiracist Pedagogy to a superficial status accompanied by misapplication of its 
theoretical principals. Crucial to successful professional devel- opment in 
Antiracist Pedagogy is praxis. Effective professional devel- opment will 
address historical and cultural investigation of racism and development of 
racial identity. Professional development will also en- compass methods of 
teaching and for this reason; it is advantageous to consider culturally 
responsive instruction with regarding the imple- mentation of Antiracist 
Pedagogy. 
In terms of professional development, Brown (2002) indicates sev- eral 
areas for consideration. From an epistemological perspective, she states that 
teachers should begin with an investigation of racism from a cultural and 
historical perspective followed by a personal perspective, reflective of what 
Freire describes as being in the world. She chal- lenges teachers to discover 
how racist ideology has influenced and permeated society. Specifically, this 
entails investigating the theories of racial identity, which describe the personal 
and interpersonal processes a person progresses through to develop a group 
identity associated with a particular racial heritage. Knowledge of these 
theories will assist teachers in dealing with the cognitive dissonance created 
due to the emotional nature of racism as well as provide them a foundation for 
the implementation of Antiracist Pedagogy. Another addition, which will 
support this growing foundation, is a comprehensive understanding of the 
systemic perpetuating nature of racism and its accompanying lan- guage. 
Brown clearly indicates that workshops are insufficient and that appropriate 
professional development must consist of praxis. Class- room implementation 
will require extensive skills in “active listening, conflict mediation, and 
conflict management” (p. 2). Brown encour- ages the exposure of preservice 
teachers to the discussed concepts combined with an extensive liberal arts core 
in order to prepare them adequately for teaching diverse populations. In order 
to achieve these goals, professional development and teacher education will 
require ex- tensive restructuring. It would mean recognizing the significance 
that changing demographics has on the educational setting. It would mean 
responding proactively to change rather than the traditional reactive stance 
educators take when the change becomes a crisis. 
Carter and Goodwin (1994) assert that teachers must be aware of 
their own racial identity before they transform their own expectations, 
misconceptions, naiveté, presumptions and prejudices with regard to people 
of color; therefore, Carter and Goodwin (1994) encourage the 





implementation of racial identity theory in the curriculum of preservice 
teachers. Tatum (1999) expands on this concept of racial identity indi- cating 
the importance of professional development for effective naviga- tion of the 
levels of consciousness related to racial identity theory, particularly the 
development of a white racial identity. Ineffective pro- fessional development 
can result in teachers relapsing to and becoming deeply entrenched in the 
familiar making the progress null and void. The effectiveness of this type of 
professional development is also de- pendent on white teachers finding white 
allies who can reflect the posi- tive nature of their new reality. Effective 
professional development on racism results in white teachers having an 
awareness that is transfor- mative and allows them to engage in praxis with 
regard to racism. The result for white teachers undertaking this type of 
professional develop- ment is effectiveness in diverse settings, a goal of Antiracist 
Pedagogy. 
Lawrence and Tatum (1997) conducted semester long professional 
development with white teachers that focused on Antiracist Pedagogy. Two 
essential factors facilitating its success were explicit intention to discuss race 
and the dialogic nature of the professional development. An example of 
explicit intention to discuss race in a dialogic profes- sional development 
setting would be the presentation of a scenario that involves the interaction 
between persons of differing races and their interpretation of what took place. 
The scenario is nonthreatening and provides an opportunity for representatives 
of the differing races to share their interpretation of the scenario. Participating 
in this type of dialogue allows for the presentation of different perspectives 
and in- terpretations. The end result is transformative when each is able to see 
the others’ point of view. These key factors both exemplify characteris- tics 
imbedded in Antiracist Pedagogy due to their provision for praxis, 
conscientization, and transformation. The outcome of this type of pro- 
fessional development was successful because the participants were able to 
move beyond intentionality to implementation concerning di- versity so that 
all students were empowered. The participants were also able to extend 
themselves to students of color and involve their parents. The efforts of the 
participants resulted in administrative sup- port as well. 
The fact that Antiracist Pedagogy is rooted in Critical Theory (Sleeter & 
Bernal, 2002) necessitates that teachers receive professional development that 
avoids reduction of Critical Theory to method and technique. In order to 
effectively develop consciousness relative to the 





dynamics of a hegemonic society and participate in analysis of hege- monic 
behavior, teachers must ground themselves in the ideology asso- ciated with 
Antiracist Pedagogy. Such an ideology provides a method for recognizing and 
addressing issues of race, ethnicity, power and class. These teachers as adults 
have solidified belief systems; therefore, the approach must be nonthreatening 
and nonaccusatory. Children’s literature is a very viable method for presenting 
issues of race, ethnic- ity, power and class. For example, Deborah Wiles’ 
(2001) Freedom Summer provides an accurate depiction of segregation through 
the eyes of a child, as well as the impact of the 1964 Civil Rights Act. 
Professional development must ensure that practical guidance avoids 
sacrificing theory as well as the tendency to interpret Critical Theory along 
the lines of class thereby marginalizing race. Solórzano (as cited in Bernal & 
Sleeter) encourages the conceptualization of Critical Theory as a developing 
strategy with the goal of eliminating racism and its impact in society within 
the context of eliminating other forms of oppression. The complexities of 
Critical Theory and the ideol- ogy of Antiracist Pedagogy dictate that the 
appropriate context for de- veloping these concepts be praxis driven and 
problem-posing in order to create a critical perception of a the racist society. 
Culturally responsive instruction/pedagogy has two perspectives. One 
perspective refers to what teachers do in the classroom when they are 
instructing students, the other to what preservice teachers experi- ence while 
learning to instruct. Irvine (1992) points to the significantly changing 
demographics of school culture as a requirement for preser- vice teachers to 
be equipped to instruct effectively using culturally re- sponsive 
instruction/pedagogy. She contends that there should be teacher education 
courses designed for this purpose. Irvine also con- tends that this reformation 
effort must extend to schools in order to create environments that receive and 
support culturally responsive teachers. Irvine purports that in order for these 
courses to be effective, preservice teachers must be surrounded by diverse 
teacher education faculty that exemplify successful incorporation and 
modeling of cultur- ally-responsive instruction/pedagogy. She encourages 
schools of teacher education to increase the number of diverse faculty 
members and to utilize praxis to identify ways their “climates, policies, and 
for- mal and informal practices” (p. 87) support or fail to support diverse 
faculty members. Schools of teacher education create and maintain the 
prescribed environment by ascribing to Antiracist Pedagogy. 





The social relationship between teacher and student define cultur- ally 
responsive instruction/pedagogy. While there are no specific methods or 
techniques, there are identifying characteristics. Irvine (1991) describes 
culturally responsive instruction/pedagogy in terms of high teacher expectation 
and refusal to group children according to academic, socioeconomic, or social 
performance. Student failure is cor- rected by redesign and reteaching to 
facilitate learning. Brophy and Williams (as cited in Irvine) describe this 
behavior as a form of coach- ing characterized by modeling, practice and 
feedback, praxis. Cultur- ally responsive teachers are extremely efficient 
classroom managers that utilize strategic planning to meet the needs of 
students, well organ- ized and maximize instructional time. Ladson-Billings 
(1994) charac- terizes culturally responsive instruction/pedagogy according to 
a different set of characteristics; however, they are reflective of the same social 
relationship between teacher and student. Fluid and equitable interaction that 
extends from the school environment to the community environment 
characterizes this social relationship. This relationship exists within a learning 
community where the teacher exhibits connec- tion to all students and 
encourages collaborative learning. This type of social relationship can only 
exist were there is sufficient dialogue to create a level of consciousness 
capable of creating a community of learners based on fluid and equitable 
interaction thereby making it in- dicative of Antiracist Pedagogy. 
 
Antiracist Pedagogy Professional Development: An Example 
Professional development in Antiracist Pedagogy for teachers might begin 
with dialogue surrounding the dynamics of white social domi- nance: white is 
right, white ignorance, white privilege and how they interact to perpetuate a 
white dominant culture that in turn perpetu- ates aversive racism manifested 
as institutional racism. The context of such a discussion would be praxis 
driven and problem posing. For ex- ample, teachers given an example of each 
of the dynamics of white so- cial dominance would interpret them. After 
sharing their interpretations, the teachers would view an interpretation from a 
group or groups that view them as oppressive. The ensuing dialogue should 
produce conscientization through praxis. In addition, it should provide that 





consciousness, which inspire teachers to develop antiracist behavior. 
Development of antiracist behaviors allows for transformation of the world 
through cultural reconditioning followed by eventual historical 
reconditioning. 
Using a praxis approach with children’s literature, teachers can be- come 
aware of the impact racism has on society, enabling them to rein- force a critical 
perception of racist society by encompassing the view of the oppressed. The 
use of children’s literature also provides an effec- tive model of culturally 
responsive instruction that teachers can ob- serve, then model as they learn to 
implement culturally responsive instruction in the classroom with students. 
Children’s literature is one of the most effective means for exposing people to 
the culture of others and promoting respect for differences. It highlights the 
aspects of indi- vidual cultures and provides a means for linking every culture 
to the curriculum. The easily understood format of children’s literature is also 
a powerful medium for illustrating the negative impact of racism on 
individuals and society. The result of these types of professional development 
activities would provide teachers with the skills necessary to prevent 
institutional racism in schools, and equip teachers with the ability to provide 
effective culturally responsive instruction/pedagogy. 
 
Conclusion 
Antiracist Pedagogy is a complex paradigm established within the so- 
ciological framework of Critical Theory. There is a need for the im- 
plementation of Antiracist Pedagogy when one examines closely the catalysts 
within society that perpetuate racism and its impact. Profes- sional 
development is crucial to successful implementation of Antiracist Pedagogy for 
the following reasons: the ideology associated with it; development of racial 
identity; and, ability to instruct using culturally responsive instruction. The 
example of professional development in Antiracist Pedagogy is not fully 
developed nor is it inclusive of all re- quired elements for successful 
development; however, it does expose the deficiencies in the current 
curriculum and move towards correcting them. The concepts presented in the 
paper are for advancing the con- versation in the field of antiracist education 
and teacher education as well as providing some concept of what will create a 






It also hopes to serve as a call to action for the serious direction of en- deavors 
that lead to an antiracist society. 
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I attended an anti-racist pedagogy workshop (2009–2014) at a predominantly white institution in the 
Midwest United States. Facilitators were invited from off-campus to teach faculty how to incorporate 
anti-racist pedagogy into their courses. Although I am a woman of color who teaches about racism, 
I realized that I was not necessarily implementing anti-racist pedagogy in my classes. Anti-racist 
pedagogy is not about simply incorporating racial content into courses, curriculum, and discipline. 
It is also about how one teaches, even in courses where race is not the subject matter. It begins with 
the faculty’s awareness and self-reflection of their social position and leads to the application of this 
analysis not just in their teaching, but also in their discipline, research, and departmental, university, 
and community work. In other words, anti-racist pedagogy is an organizing effort for institutional 
and social change that is much broader than teaching in the classroom (Rodriguez and Drew 2009- 
2014 and Phillips 2013). 
 
ABSTRACT 
This article is a synthesis of my own work as well as a critical reading of  
the key literature in anti-racist pedagogy. Its purpose is to define anti- 
racist pedagogy and what applying this to courses and the fullness of 
our professional lives entails. I argue that faculty need to be aware of 
their social position, but more importantly, to begin and continue 
critical self- reflection in order to effectively implement anti-racist 
pedagogy, which has three components: (1) incorporating the topics 
of race and inequality into course content, (2) teaching from an anti-
racist pedagogical approach, and (3) anti-racist organizing within the 
campus and linking our efforts to the surrounding community. In other 
words, anti-racist pedagogy is an organizing effort for institutional and 




In this article, I synthesize my own work as well as conduct a critical reading of the key literature 
in anti-racist pedagogy. Its purpose is to define anti-racist pedagogy and what applying this to courses 
and the fullness of our professional lives entails. This article is based on planning and attending the 
anti-racist pedagogy workshop for six years, having dialogs with the workshop facilitators and col- 
leagues, and analyzing the challenges and successes of incorporating anti-racist pedagogy into my 





CONTACT   Kyoko Kishimoto     kkishimoto@stcloudstate.edu 
© 2016 informa uK Limited, trading as taylor & Francis Group 







their social position, but more importantly, to begin and continue critical self-reflection, in order to 
effectively implement anti-racist pedagogy, which has three components: (1) incorporating the topics 
of race and inequality into course content, (2) teaching from an anti-racist pedagogical approach, and 
(3) anti-racist organizing within the campus and linking our efforts to the surrounding community. 
 
Multiculturalism, diversity, and color-
blind discourse 
Multiculturalism, which became prominent in the U.S. in the late 1980s and 1990s, was important 
in challenging assimilationism and Eurocentrism in the curriculum, but contains some problems 
(Gordon and Newfield 1996). Multiculturalism acknowledges diversity within and among racial and 
ethnic groups, but can be problematic in its ‘belief that society is democratic and egalitarian’ (James 
as cited in Brotman 2003, 210) and its apolitical and ahistorical approach in the discussion of cultures 
and celebration of diversity (Kailin 2002; Kandaswamy 2007; St. Clair and Kishimoto 2010; Teel 
2014). Multiculturalism, in its popular usage in the U.S., views diverse racial and ethnic groups as 
existing on the same level of power and overlooks race and institutional racism that are the basis of 
inequality between groups. 
The popularity of the word ‘diversity’ is another way of ignoring issues of race and racism. During the 
backlash against the gains made in the various civil rights movements (e.g. anti-immigration policies, 
dismantling affirmative action, ‘wars’ on drugs and terror, welfare reform), focusing on culture has 
become the safer way of discussing diversity that doesn’t challenge the unequal status quo. Diversity is 
about managing race rather than challenging racism (Ahmed 2012, 52–53; Mohanty 2003, 210–211). At 
the same time, color-blind ideology, which considers any attention to race as itself racist, is becoming 
popular, particularly in a ‘post-racial era’ symbolized with the election of President Obama. Color-blind 
discourse ‘protects racism by making it invisible’ (Kandaswamy 2007, 7). This concept assumes that 
blatantly racist laws were struck down in the 1960s due to the success of the Civil Rights Movement 
(Brown et al. 2003) and ignores the advantage that whites hold as a result of historical discrimination 
and continuing white privilege. Both multiculturalism and color-blindness reinforce the racialized 
unequal power structure (Kandaswamy 2007; Prashad 2009). 
While multiculturalism was important in challenging assimilationism, anti-racist pedagogy, which 
is informed by Critical Race Theory (CRT), focuses more in-depth on the analysis of structural racism, 
power relations, and social justice. CRT came out of Legal Studies and some of its tenets are: race and 
racism are part of the normal operation of society, racism persists because there are those who ben- 
efit from it (‘interest convergence’), and race is a social construct through the process of racialization 
(Delgado and Stefancic 2012, 7–9). CRT is also anti-essentialist by focusing on the intersectionality 
of identities and recognizes the unique voices of people of color (9–10). In contrast to multicultural 
education that celebrates diversity, anti-racist pedagogy attempts to teach about race and racism in a 
way that fosters critical analytical skills, which reveal the power relations behind racism and how race 
has been institutionalized in U.S. society to create and justify inequalities. 
Critical pedagogy, feminist pedagogy, and anti-racist pedagogy are responses to education, which 
has often been exclusionary and functioned to assimilate students by normalizing dominant knowl- 
edge and values through the hidden curriculum (Darder, Baltodano, and Torres 2009, 12; McLaren 
2009, 75–76). Education continues to maintain the dominant system through the recent corporatiza- 
tion of higher education, where education becomes a commodity/service, provided by faculty/staff, 
and consumed by students (Mohanty 2003). At the same time, education can be a site for resisting 
dominant ideologies, for example, through courses that foster critical analytical skills. These critical 
pedagogies challenge the hidden curriculum and critique the banking system of education (Freire 
1970). In addition, these pedagogies critique the positivist assumptions of knowledge, of an objective 
and universal truth, which fails to acknowledge the embedded Eurocentrism and male privilege. 
These approaches critique the power relations in knowledge production, which can be oppressive as 
well as oppositional and transformative. As Freire (1970) states, ‘[t]he solution is not to “integrate” 
them [the oppressed] into the structure of oppression, but to transform that structure so that they can 







become “beings for themselves”’ (61). While anti-racist pedagogy recognizes intersecting identities, 
intersectionality has also been used to flatten differences, and thus, Luft (2009) argues for the strategic 
usage of single-issue approaches in certain contexts. Thus, in this article, I use race and racism as the 
primary lens for analysis. 
 
Selected literature review on anti-racist 
pedagogy 
Teel (2014) provides a brief analysis of literature on multicultural education and social justice educa- 
tion, much of which focuses on elementary and secondary education and fewer that focus on higher 
education (11–12). In particular, Kailin (2002), who analyzes K-12 teacher education, compares 
multicultural education and anti-racist education and offers examples of anti-racist curriculum and 
teaching practices. 
In terms of anti-racist pedagogy, some literature provide the definition of anti-racist pedagogy 
(Blakeney 2005; Kailin 2002), and the need for professional development for faculty or school lead- 
ers to effectively implement anti-racist pedagogy (Blakeney 2005; Horsford, Grosland, and Gunn 
2011). Literature that provides examples of successfully implementing anti-racist pedagogy in schools 
(DeLeon 2006; López 2008), strategies for incorporating anti-racist pedagogy for particular courses 
in higher education (Grosland 2013; Kandaswamy 2007; Wagner 2005), and ethics/responsibilities 
surrounding anti-racist research (Das Gupta 2003; Dei and Johal 2005; Milner 2007), mainly focus on 
what anti-racist pedagogy would look like for students. Fewer literature focus on the social position 
of the faculty who is attempting to incorporate anti-racist pedagogy/social justice issues, and what 
anti-racist pedagogy/research would look like from the faculty’s perspective (Adams and Love 2009; 
Bell et al. 2007; Milner 2007; Quaye and Harper 2007; St. Clair and Kishimoto 2010) or school leader’s 
perspective (Horsford, Grosland, and Gunn 2011). Among those, some analyze the social positions 
of white professors and its impact on anti-racist pedagogy (Lawrence and Tatum 1997; Maher and 
Tetreault 2003; Powers 2002; Teel 2014; Wagner 2005). According to Teel (2014), very few ‘deploy 
theory to evaluate specific attempts at teaching for social justice’ (3). 
While there has been much research on race and racism in the classroom, teaching, research, and 
in higher education institutions, a comprehensive article that discusses anti-racist pedagogy in 
courses across the curriculum and what that approach specifically entails hasn’t been available. The 
purpose of this article is to further define what anti-racist pedagogy is and demonstrate how the fac- 
ulty’s awareness and self-reflection of their social position is important in implementing anti-racist 
pedagogy in the teaching, research, and university/community work. Although the analysis is mainly 
from the faculty’s perspective, staff and administrators can apply this approach in their work. It is not 
the definitive article on anti-racist pedagogy, but rather an attempt to synthesize and expand on what 
has already been written on anti-racist pedagogy. 
 
Anti-racist pedagogy 
Faculty’s critical reflection of their social position 
When racism is understood only as individual prejudice, racism embedded in institutions is ignored. 
At the same time, focusing only on institutional racism allows individuals benefiting from racism  to 
avoid any responsibility. Awareness and self-reflection of our social positions is important, but it 
must be understood within the broader context of race and power, and need to be applied beyond the 
individual in order to make effective institutional change. 
The race/class/gender identity of the faculty and the students, course content (especially courses 
about race, power, and privilege), and the way faculty deliver the content operate in a complicated 
way in the classroom. This can lead to faculty facing ‘emotional and intellectual challenges’ (Bell et 






al. 2007, 381) as well as increasing awareness of their social identities (Adams and Love 2009). In 
regard to research, Milner (2007) analyzes the researcher’s positionality before and during research, 







so they can prevent ‘seen, unseen, and unforeseen’ dangers. Interrelated but not linear issues such as, 
‘researching the self,’ ‘researching the self in relation to others,’ ‘engaged reflections and representation’ 
with the community under study, and shifting the understanding of self to the system (395–397), can 
be applied to professors when reflecting on their positionality in their teaching. Similarly, I argue that 
in order to effectively incorporate anti-racist pedagogy into courses, awareness and, more importantly, 
self-reflection regarding the faculty’s positionality has to begin before going into the classroom and 
that these issues need to be continuously revisited alongside the teaching. 
But what does it mean for faculty to become aware of their social position and critically reflect 
on it? Whether the course has racial content or not, a faculty who is aware of the larger context of 
U.S. society (such as the role of their discipline in perpetuating academic racism) and discusses the 
significance of race in the U.S., in their discipline, curriculum, and course, may have the analysis of 
race and power and an awareness of their own social position. But anti-racist pedagogy requires more 
than knowing one’s racial identity. Self-reflection of the faculty’s social position includes understanding 
that identities are not static (Tatum 2003), that they possess both privileged and oppressed identities 
(Hurtado 1996), and that their socialization and intersecting identities (including internalized racial 
superiority and internalized racial inferiority) can have an impact on their teaching, research, univer- 
sity, and community work. These are important further steps in anti-racism work. This self-reflection 
requires faculty to have the humility to know that they are a work in progress, both as individuals and 
as professors/scholars/researchers. Anti-racist pedagogy is not a ready-made product that professors 
can simply apply to their courses, but rather is a process that begins with faculty as individuals, and 
continues as they apply the anti-racist analysis into the course content, pedagogy, and their activities 
and interactions beyond the classroom. 
Although we may be capable of analyzing power, privilege, and oppression in others, it is much 
more difficult to apply this analysis to ourselves. For white people as well as people of color, it is easier 
to succumb to the oppressor/oppressed dichotomy and identify with the oppressed identities and 
blame the oppressors for all problems. As Kumashiro (2003) says, ‘it is often difficult for researchers 
to acknowledge their own complicity with other forms of oppression, especially when they are trying 
to challenge multiple forms of oppression’ (63). However, faculty cannot ask students to become aware 
and self-reflect on their social positions if we are unwilling to do so ourselves. As ‘Cornel West (1993) 
explained … it is difficult to work for emancipation on behalf of others (and to work to solve problems 
with and on behalf of others) until people (or in this case researchers) are emancipated themselves’ 
(Milner 2007, 395). 
There is increasingly more written on white faculty’s social positions in the classroom (Lawrence 
and Tatum 1997; Maher and Tetreault 2003; Powers 2002; Teel 2014; Wagner 2005). The awareness 
that white faculty are not neutral but are also racialized and gendered is important in revealing the 
power that they hold in relation to the students as well as the subject matter. In an effort to decenter 
authority in the classroom, which is often emphasized in liberatory education, the white professor 
may try to ‘disappear,’ but ‘the fantasy of withdrawal into invisibility is the privilege of whiteness and 
one of its fundamental strategies of power’ (Powers 2002, 31) because: 
On the one hand, such disappearance may simply displace the effects of whiteness to the conversations of the 
classroom, and on the other it may prevent the white teacher from adequately confronting the implications of his 
or her own whiteness as it actually operates in engagement with the text and in the operations of the classroom 
and institution (32). 
In addition, without awareness of their racial identity, the white faculty may decenter the discussion 
of racism and flatten differences by focusing on other aspects of their oppressed identities (when it is 
important to analyze race), creating negative impacts within and outside the classroom. Sometimes 
in an effort to teach or research about racism, white faculty may tokenize the successes of people   
of color, take on the ‘savior’s mentality,’ separate themselves from other white people and/or seek 
approval from people of color so they can be seen as the ‘good white person,’ but without constant 
self-reflection, these behaviors, despite good intentions, can actually promote racism and perpetuate 
power or dominant discourse. 







Similarly, faculty of color need to be self-reflexive of our social positions. I want to caution against 
the essentialist assumption that faculty of color are necessarily incorporating anti-racist pedagogy in 
our courses simply because of our membership in these racialized groups. Just as white faculty are 
working through their white privilege, faculty of color are also working through internalized racism, 
and without self-reflection, we can unintentionally create negative situations. For example, the fac- 
ulty of color’s belief in the simplistic binary of oppressor/oppressed identities, in which we are only 
victims and incapable of oppressing others, will prevent a deep analysis of how racism works, such as 
divide and conquer or tokenism. While we may understand these concepts intellectually, without the 
self-reflexivity, we may not be aware of practicing this ourselves. Upholding the oppressor/oppressed 
binary may also lead to frustration and lack of patience for students who struggle with white privilege 
or students of color who deny the impact of racism. The insecurity of the faculty of color, caused or 
exacerbated by their presumed incompetency because of their race and/or gender (Gutiérrez y Muhs 
et al. 2012), may also lead us to become overly authoritarian and territorial to establish and justify 
our presence in the classroom, making it difficult for students to ask questions or challenge ideas they 
disagree with. 
While academic culture promotes specialization and elitism, and does not encourage humility of 
the faculty, anti-racist teaching highlights learning as a life-long process. This means that even though 
faculty may have terminal degrees, because of our relative positions of power, we need to be aware 
and self-reflexive of our social locations. Acknowledging that both faculty and students are on the 
journey of learning leads to sharing power and building a sense of community in the classroom. To 
admit that the faculty are ‘also in the process of learning’ and to acknowledge their oppressed identity 
as well as their complicity in the oppression of others is a political act. It is important to note that it is 
riskier for faculty of color, especially women of color, compared to white faculty to acknowledge this 
because of their already vulnerable positions (Berry and Mizelle 2006; Gutiérrez y Muhs et al. 2012; 
Kishimoto and Mwangi 2009; Li and Beckett 2006; Mabokela and Green 2001; Stanley 2006; 
TuSmith and Reddy 2002; Vargas 2002). Faculty of color may need to self-disclose more than white 
faculty to justify their presence in the classroom, but rather than seeing this as a vulnerability, faculty 
can use this self-disclosure as an opportunity to invite students to go out of their comfort zones 
(Kishimoto and Mwangi 2009). Despite our advanced degrees, when discussing the impact of racism 
on certain communities, faculty need the humility to acknowledge that we can also learn from 
students and community members who may lack formal credentials but are keenly knowledgeable 
about how institutional racism operates. Sharing the vulnerability as well as empowering experiences 
can lead to creating a sense of community in the classroom. It also breaks the elitist and top-down 
perspective in which faculty are enlightened and only students need to raise their consciousness 
(Freire 1970). Mutual learning is one important step in acknowledging and reducing the power 
differential between students and faculty, or academia and the community. 
While the awareness of the faculty’s social position is important, it may be possible for faculty to 
incorporate racial content into their courses, even if they may not be further along the ‘continuum of 
the anti-racist positionality of the teacher’ (St. Clair and Kishimoto 2010, 23). In other words, it is 
possible for a faculty to have an intellectual understanding of power relations and racism, and therefore 
be able to teach racial content in class, without necessarily applying this analysis to their own social 
position. But implementing anti-racist pedagogy teaching into courses and beyond the classroom 
requires the faculty’s self-reflection of their positionality. 
Course content 
The first component of anti-racist pedagogy is to challenge Eurocentrism by including racial content 
into the syllabi, course materials, course activities, and curriculum. In constructing the syllabus or 
curriculum, the discussion of race or people of color should not be additive (i.e. a topic of one day/ 
week of the semester) or tokenized but integrated throughout the curriculum. The additive approach 
still marginalizes experiences of people of color, while integrating experiences of people of color 
throughout the curriculum centers and legitimizes the discussion of race and racism. 







One way to discuss race, racism, power, and privilege in any course is to provide political, histor- 
ical, and economical context to the development of the discipline, rather than looking at knowledge 
as apolitical, ahistorical, and neutral. How was the discipline developed and what was the political, 
social, economic, and racial context in the U.S. and the world in which certain theories, research 
methods, and paradigms became legitimized? What was the role of the discipline within the dominant 
ideologies of U.S. society? Who was involved in the creation and perpetuation of the discipline, who 
had access to the disciplines and its knowledge, and who benefited from it? Also important to discuss 
is who were excluded from the discipline, why they lack access to it, and why they are not benefiting 
from it. The analysis will reveal the significance of race and racism in the U.S. and their impact on 
knowledge production. 
The course can analyze race as a social construct and examine the process of racial formation in 
the U.S. (Omi and Winant 1994). Placing the significance of race in a historical and political context 
will help students understand that racism is not individual prejudice but rather a hierarchical system 
based on race, created and maintained by the unequal distribution of power and resources. Therefore, 
it requires analyzing the impact as well as root causes of institutional racism. The deconstruction  of 
myths (such as the ‘American Dream,’ meritocracy, the Model Minority) reveals their functions, 
which are to justify the unequal treatment of people of color and maintain white privilege. Connecting 
historical institutional racism with its impact on current policies and experiences also illuminates the 
persistence of inequality and counters ahistorical understandings of racism. Such analyses help 
students understand that ‘treating all cultures the same’ or color-blindness will not eliminate racism, 
but rather allows it to persist. 
An anti-racist course will challenge the black/white binary and analyze the heterogeneous experi- 
ences within and between racial groups. An intersectional approach (race, class, gender, citizenship 
status, sexuality, etc.) will be taken without flattening out the differences. Depending on the 
course, it might be more effective to use a single-issue approach (Luft 2009). In addition, the 
course will break away from portraying people of color as victims but rather as empowered people 
with agency. Resistance against racism needs to be defined broader than public, visible, and 
organized movements to include more private and subtle acts such as survival, everyday wisdoms, 
oral stories, journal writ- ings, and songs (Collins 2009) as they demonstrate people of color’s 
awareness of, and opposition to, the unequal power structure. This also means incorporating 
counter-hegemonic knowledge or ‘counter-narratives’ (Milner 2007, 391). Learning about the 
agency of people of color is often very empowering for students. But simple celebrations and 
romanticizing of the triumphs of people of color are problematic without placing them in the 
context of racism they were/are resisting against. While it is necessary to analyze institutional 
forms of racism to break away from understanding racism as individual acts, focusing only on 
systemic forms of racism makes it easy for individuals to evade responsibility for oppression. The 
realization that individuals may benefit from institutional racism, regardless of their personal 
stance on racism, can be difficult. In order to have emotional discussions that are constructive 
(Grosland 2013; Wagner 2005), it is useful for students to analyze the identity formation stages 
(Tatum 2003), which can help them understand that their emotions of confusion, anger, and fear are 
a normal process. Learning about anti-racist white people and people of color with agency is 
important in this process as well. There is much to cover in one semester, and often emphasis is 
placed on critiquing the racism against people of color. However, students feel disempowered at 
the end of the semester when they don’t know how they can challenge racism. While it is difficult 
to make immediate and dramatic changes against the long history of racism, it is important to have 
discussions on what an anti-racist society would look like and brainstorm examples 
of everyday things students can do. 
Many books articulate the importance of incorporating issues of social justice, diversity, power, and 
discrimination in courses across the curriculum (Adams, Bell, and Griffin 2007; Branche, Mullennix, 
and Cohn 2007; Howell and Tuitt 2003; Ouellett 2005; Skubikowski, Wright, and Graf 2009; Xing 
et al. 2007). While it may seem easier to include discussions of race, power, discrimination, and 
social justice in social science or liberal arts courses, it is also possible to incorporate racial content 
into 







disciplines where race is not the central subject matter, such as math (Bremser et al. 2009; Gutstein 
and Peterson 2006; Leonard 2008; Nasir and Cobb 2007; Powell and Frankenstein 1997), statistics 
(Hadlock 2005; Lesser 2007), biology (Graves 2001, 2002; Mukhopadhyay, Henze, and Moses 
2007), science (Hines 2003; Li 2007), STEM (Miller 2005; Reddick et al. 2005), or engineering 
(Bothwell and McGuire 2007; Riley 2003). 
Many academics may treat content changes as the ending rather than entrée point for anti-racist 
pedagogy. However, the content change to incorporate analysis of race and power is not just a given, 
but only the first step in incorporating anti-racist pedagogy. The really important, but difficult next 
steps, are incorporating anti-racist teaching methods and anti-racist organizing. 
Anti-racist approach to teaching 
As described earlier, it is possible to incorporate racial issues in any course, even if race is not the central 
topic. Nevertheless, anti-racist pedagogy can be implemented in any course regardless of content, as 
anti-racist pedagogy is about how one teaches. At the same time, one can teach a course on race, but 
not from an anti-racist perspective using the banking system, enforcing authoritative teaching, pro- 
moting individualistic and competitive learning processes, operating from the simplistic oppressed/ 
oppressor binary, or distancing from the discussion at hand. 
Therefore, I will be analyzing the second component of anti-racist pedagogy, which is an anti-racist 
approach to teaching and course delivery that seeks to (1) challenge assumptions and foster students’ 
critical analytical skills; (2) develop students’ awareness of their social positions; (3) decenter authority 
in the classroom and have students take responsibility for their learning process; and (4) empower 
students and apply theory to practice; and (5) create a sense of community in the classroom through 
collaborative learning. Anti-racist pedagogy focuses on the process of learning, not necessarily making 
students reach a uniform and prescribed outcome. In addition, as this approach does not see teaching 
as neutral or apolitical, it would be important to articulate in the syllabus or at the beginning of the 
semester that anti-racist pedagogy is implemented in the course. Anti-racist pedagogy is about having 
an anti-racist approach and analysis in the pedagogy, and selected tenets will be analyzed here. 
First, an anti-racist approach disrupts assumptions about positivist thinking, such as ‘objectivity’ of 
knowledge and knowledge production. As cited in Milner (2007), ‘Ladson-Billings (2000) 
explained how epistemologies encompass not only ways of knowing and perceiving the world but 
also systems of knowing the world’ (389). Because what happens in the classroom is shaped by 
racism in the larger society, ‘there is no such thing as an apolitical classroom’ (Teel 2014, 6). Thus, 
‘[a]nti-oppressive teacher education involves learning to teach the disciplines while learning to 
critique the ways that the dis- ciplines and the teaching of the disciplines have historically been 
oppressive’ (Kumashiro 2003, 59). Anti-racist teaching challenges the Eurocentric curriculum 
and the apolitical and ahistorical approaches to education, discipline, and course materials. It 
pushes us to question what counts as legitimate knowledge, whose knowledge counts, and who has 
access to the knowledge (Collins 2009). Faculty can begin this process by analyzing power 
relations in knowledge production within their disciplines in the context of race and racism in U.S. 
society. This involves providing the context and asking not only the when and how, but also why, 
racism happened in society, or how and why certain knowledge, theory, or research methods became 
popular or legitimate in society. Faculty need to convey how various disciplines and research 
epistemologies may be racially biased, reflecting the worldviews, interests, and power of those who 
created them (Scheurich and Young 2002). This analysis can happen even in courses where race is 
not the subject matter. For example, the rise in scientific racism (e.g. Social Darwinism, eugenics, 
or IQ and race) in science, anthropology, or sociology was to justify rac- ism in society (Graves 
2001). Knowledge that was considered ‘objective’ or ‘Truth’ could have actually been Eurocentric, 
served to hide white privilege, and legitimate and perpetuate dominant ideologies. Even disciplines 
that critique racism and inequalities can be co-opted and become complicit with oppression. 
Without self-reflexivity of the professors/researchers, the dichotomous understanding of 
oppressor/oppressed blinds them to the fact that the oppressed may also be oppressing others. For 
example, the analysis of the relationship between white women and women of color has revealed racism 







by white people and sexism by men of color (Hurtado 1996). The experiences of recent Southeast 
Asian Americans have led to paradigm shifts in Asian American Studies to add new approaches to 
the traditional West Coast narratives of Asian American communities (Lee 2009). The difficult but 
necessary dialogs from within marginalized communities have led to the emergence of new courses 
on Women of Color or new fields such as Southeast Asian American Studies. Such analysis of race and 
racism in disciplines and knowledge production provides the students with the critical and analytical 
skills to understand power relations and how race and difference have been institutionalized in U.S. 
society to create and justify inequalities. 
At the same time, hegemony shouldn’t be understood as static, but rather as a power struggle 
between the dominant and subordinate groups. While knowledge production can be oppressive, it 
can also challenge inequality in society, for example, in the emergence of disciplines such as Ethnic 
Studies and Women’s Studies. Challenging what is considered legitimate knowledge, therefore, 
involves looking at which and whose stories and experiences have been ignored and why. This means 
recov- ering different kinds of knowledge and to be more inclusive of work by people of color, 
including art, narratives, journals, interviews, oral histories, writing in other languages, and other 
non-academic sources (Collins 2009; Kumashiro 2003). While students need to learn how to use 
scholarly sources, it is important to have a discussion on why these other forms of knowledge are 
often excluded in academia or official histories and what can be done to recover the counter 
narratives. 
Therefore, analyzing the power relations in knowledge production reveals that knowledge and 
ideologies are not neutral. Similarly, those involved in the knowledge production, including faculty 
and students in the classroom, are not neutral. Rather than intellectualizing and distancing ourselves 
from the institutional forms of oppression, we need to situate ourselves within this system, which 
involves being aware of our social positions. 
Second, an anti-racist approach to teaching involves developing awareness of students’ social posi- 
tions and self-reflexivity (Grosland 2013; Wagner 2005). Understanding racism as institutional and sys- 
temic is important in breaking away from seeing racism simply as an individual act, but it also becomes 
easier for students (and faculty) to intellectualize or distance themselves from racism. However, in 
anti-racist teaching, regardless of course content, students are encouraged to make connections to, 
and see themselves as part of, the topics being discussed. 
It is possible for students to learn new information in class without having their assumptions or 
worldviews challenged. However, students are especially challenged in courses that deal with race, 
white privilege, institutionalized racism, and oppression, as these concepts disrupt their assumptions 
about meritocracy, individualism, and ‘color-blindness.’ They may resent being required to take the 
class, disregard the legitimacy of the course/discipline, and accuse the professor of promoting his/her 
own personal agenda. In this context, how can faculty invite students to challenge their assumptions 
without alienating them? Anti-racist teaching validates students’ everyday experiences, but white 
students’ everyday experiences need to be valued without re-centering whiteness in the classroom, 
which happens when they avoid talking about white privilege or when white guilt overtakes the class 
discussion (Duncan 2002; Kandaswamy 2007, 9). The discussion of race should not be restrained to 
accommodate the comfort of white students and at the expense of students of color (Duncan 2002). 
Experiences of students of color need to be validated even when they deny racism, but tokenizing must 
be avoided by revealing heterogeneous experiences within communities of color. It is the responsi- 
bility of the faculty to connect the students’ personal experiences to ‘the political [that] is constituted 
in social and cultural forms outside of one’s own experience’ (Giroux as cited in Powers 2002, 33). 
While faculty may try to be controlling in their teaching to avoid unexpected situations in class, 
the uncomfortable moments, crisis, difficulty, or emotions (Grosland 2013; hooks 1994; Kumashiro 
2003) are important opportunities for student (and faculty) growth and ‘educators have a responsibility 
not only to draw students into a possible crisis, but also to structure experiences that can help them 
work through their crises productively’ (Kumashiro 2003, 51). It is the process of working through 
these moments that are important (Wagner 2005) rather than achieving the same expected outcome 
for all students. 







One way to raise students’ awareness of their social positions is to illustrate the complexity of iden- 
tities and problematize the oppressed/oppressor dichotomy. The realization that we are all racialized 
is difficult, especially for many white students socialized into seeing themselves as the norm and 
unmarked. Tatum’s (2003) identity formation highlights the different stages that white people and 
people of color go through as they develop their racial identities. This model is helpful in normalizing 
the guilt that white people experience when they realize white privilege, or the anger that people of 
color feel when they acknowledge the impact of racism. The different stages demonstrate how identity 
formation is neither static nor linear and that the guilt or anger stages are not permanent if students 
initiate and receive support from allies. In addition, understanding the intersectionality of identities 
helps students understand that they have both oppressed and privileged social positions, and therefore, 
we all have (different) responsibilities and roles in challenging racism. This helps white students realize 
that they can be allies for social change, and students of color that they have agency. 
Students’ awareness and self-reflexivity of their social position can be developed in any course, for 
example, by having discussions about the ethics of doing research (or service learning) and account- 
ability to the community being studied (Das Gupta 2003; Dei and Johal 2005; Grounds 2003; Milner 
2007). Although the positivist thinking may paint the researcher to be objective and neutral, students 
must have awareness of the power that the researcher holds. This awareness is important for when they 
are conducting a class project, or in the future when they become researchers working with different 
communities, so they don’t perpetuate racism or oppression by conducting research for their own gain 
and at the expense of the community. Other issues to address are: Avoid exposing sensitive information, 
violating privacies, or perpetuating stereotypes by obtaining the community’s consent and including 
them in the research process. Equalize the power differential by relinquishing researchers’ elitism and 
be willing to learn from community members. Gain the trust of the community and build a mutually 
beneficial relationship by finding out issues that are important to them (not just what is interesting 
to the researcher) and be accountable to the community by sharing the information collected, which 
includes making the research and language accessible to the community. Faculty need to teach these 
issues to students, but the self-reflexivity of the professor is important because faculty also need to 
apply this awareness and these analyses in their own teaching and research. 
Third, in anti-racist courses, the faculty try to decenter authority in the classroom. Self-reflexivity 
on the part of the faculty is needed for him/her to challenge the power differential in class. This 
sharing of power, for example, through involving students in the creation of syllabus, assignments, 
assessments, and learning process also leads to students taking responsibility for their own learning 
as they become active learners. The faculty acknowledging that learning is a mutual process between 
faculty and students further equalizes the power differential. This, however, needs to be complicated 
in regard to the race and gender of faculty and students. Faculty of color and women faculty will have 
more difficulty sharing their power as their authority is already challenged in the classroom and may 
feel pressured to establish control, while a white male faculty whose authority is unchallenged will 
find it is easier to share their power. In addition, as discussed before, decentering authority does not 
mean faculty ignoring their social positions and becoming neutral facilitators. 
In order to create a conducive environment to have difficult conversations, the notion of ‘safe 
space’ is frequently used. A community based on trust must be developed before having challenging 
discussions where everyone can become vulnerable. However, for students (and faculty) of color who 
are marginalized, the classroom is not a ‘safe space’ (Kishimoto and Mwangi 2009). The ‘safe space’ 
is also misunderstood to mean a ‘comfortable space,’ which enables avoiding discussions of white 
priv- ilege or complicity with oppression. In order for students and faculty to challenge their 
assumptions, acknowledge their complicity with oppression, and deal with their fears and 
vulnerabilities, they must be pushed out of their comfort zones. An anti-racist classroom is a space 
where the unexpected happens, but over time, faculty can become more prepared and flexible to deal 
with such situations. The faculty need to be aware and self-reflexive of their social position, and rather 
than providing ‘the answer,’ facilitate the challenging discussions, validate the students’ various 
emotions while helping them to deepen their analysis, and sometimes placing themselves in the 
discussions by sharing their 







own vulnerabilities, thereby showing that both faculty and students are together in the learning pro- 
cess. Zembylas (2012) talks about the faculty using ‘strategic empathy’ to deal with the discomforting 
emotions surrounding classroom discussions of racism expressed differently according to the student’s 
social position. It is important to engage with these strong emotions without compromising anti-racist 
values (116). Also, just as one workshop cannot make us anti-racist, one challenging moment in class 
does not necessarily lead to student growth. Faculty need to strive to facilitate these conversations 
throughout the semester. 
As Wagner (2005) says, ‘the process of learning is of critical importance,’ and ‘what is most signifi- 
cant intellectually is not where we end up but how we go about getting there’ (263). Therefore, faculty 
should start from where the students are and focus on the process, rather than have a prescribed 
expectation of a uniform outcome. This again requires the courage of the faculty because it goes against 
the nation-wide assessment movements, which tends to focus on the final product/outcome of the 
student. Therefore, even in our assessment, we need to come up with anti-racist assessments, which 
focus on the process rather than end results. 
Fourthly, ‘[b]oth students and educators need to challenge what and how they are learning and 
teaching’ (Kumashiro 2003, 55). Students taking responsibility for their own learning process (55) 
involves student engagement and interaction with course materials. Students shouldn’t be banking 
information, but rather critically thinking, analyzing, synthesizing, and applying theories to practice. 
In order to engage students, it is important to make the course content relevant to students’ everyday 
experiences. As mentioned earlier when discussing the importance of validating students’ everyday 
experiences, the faculty are responsible for contextualizing the students’ lives within the politics and 
economics of the larger society, so personal experiences do not negate the existence of white privilege 
and institutional racism. Bringing in narratives and experiences of white anti-racists and diverse people 
of color can help expose students to lives beyond their own. 
Making course content relevant to students also means linking theory to practice. Critiques of 
education include academia becoming apolitical and ahistorical, theoretical for theory’s sake, and 
inaccessible and removed from, with no application to, the real world (hooks 1994, 64). If students 
are able to apply theories to practice through problem-posing and dialog and figure out solutions or 
ways to improve their everyday lives, they will feel more empowered. It is helpful if the faculty, who 
want to incorporate anti-racist pedagogy into their courses, are also active in university committees, 
academic organizations, or in various communities outside of academia. They can teach more effec- 
tively about applying theories to practice when they can share specific examples of ongoing issues 
happening on and off-campus. 
Finally, anti-racist teaching attempts to create a sense of community in the classroom through 
decentering authority and encouraging collaborative learning rather than individualistic, competi- 
tive learning styles. A classroom becomes a trusting space where everyone (including the faculty) is 
invested in learning together. The class becomes a community where students help each other with 
concepts and assignments, and are interested in each other’s well-being beyond the class. This requires 
the self-reflexivity of faculty and students and their willingness to be vulnerable and to challenge each 
other in deepening understanding of themselves and larger society. This can happen in any classroom 
regardless of content. A classroom which focuses on the learning process, collaboration among class- 
mates, and dialog will help students understand the importance of allies and support when struggling 
with difficult projects or concepts. These interpersonal relationships as well as critical analytical skills 
discussed above become important in anti-racist organizing. 
An example of empowering students through collaborative learning is deconstructing racism and 
critiquing problems, and then ‘rebuilding’ by asking and articulating what an anti-racist society would 
look like. It is problematic to only focus on dismantling racism and assuming that everyone has a com- 
mon understanding of an anti-racist society (Teel 2014, 15; Thompson 1997, 17). Working towards a 
goal requires a vision, and talking only about the problems of racism leaves students feeling powerless. 
Again, what is important is the collaborative process, the dialog between students, as they discuss the 
world they want to strive for. 







There are various tenets to anti-racist ways of teaching, but Kumashiro (2003) cautions that even 
anti-oppression educational knowledge/practice is limited and not free of contradictions. We need to 
avoid simply repeating teaching or research that we think ‘works,’ or risk being complicit in the 
oppression. We need to acknowledge that anti-racist pedagogy is not a cookie-cutter teaching model 
that can be applied to every classroom. Constant self-reflection of the professor’s social position as 
well as the pedagogical process is required to deal with the unexpected situations in the classroom as 
well as the diverse student body and varied course content. 
Anti-racist organizing for institutional change 
According to Rodriguez (2013), ‘[Anti-Racist] Pedagogy emerges out of a social movement and its main 
focus is organizing for community, and institutional transformation, not transactional change (reform).’ 
Therefore, anti-racist pedagogical approach is effective when intentionally incorporated beyond the 
classroom teaching and into faculty’s other spheres of influences, such as work in their department, 
research in their discipline, and interaction and work in their college, university, and community. 
As few faculty hold high positions in the university, organizing becomes a movement from the 
bottom up, especially if the institution they work at is not committed to social justice. In their inter- 
actions with students, other faculty, staff, administrators, and community members, faculty can utilize 
anti-racist pedagogical values to build relationships and organize to create a better institution and 
community. It is not about imposing anti-racist values on others, but practicing those values them- 
selves so others can also benefit from it. In the following section, I will provide a few examples where 
anti-racist organizing can be implemented. In these instances, faculty’s self-reflection, anti-racist values, 
collaboration, and visioning are important. 
In an effort to increase the recruitment and retention of students of color, faculty need the critical 
analysis to understand the reasons for their underrepresentation in certain disciplines, or the barriers 
on campus and home that impact the students’ academic life and graduation. Having a color-blind or 
multicultural analysis that fail to take into account the effect of racism will lead to the revolving 
door of students of color. While efforts are needed for their recruitment, the students’ 
marginalization in the classroom, academic policies, institutional structures, and other areas on 
campus need to be ana- lyzed so the institution can be transformed into a welcoming place for all 
students. A delicate balance needs to be struck between providing the necessary support for students 
of color and students taking responsibility for gaining the education and skills essential in 
navigating the world after graduation. Similarly, the hiring and retention of faculty of color need 
to be understood as contributing to academic excellence rather than simply increasing diversity. 
Faculty need to critically look at the recruitment process and re-examine where the position to 
hire are being advertised. The root cause for the underrepresentation of people of color in certain 
disciplines also needs to be investigated as simply publicizing the position widely will not lead to 
application of diverse candidates. After hire, faculty and administration need to create an 
environment that retains faculty of color. For example, faculty of color should not be tokenized as it 
puts undue burden on them to speak for all people of color, which may also prevent them from 
critiquing the institution for fear of retaliation in the tenure and promotion process. Tokenization 
also creates division among communities of color, as the tokenized individual, intentionally or not, 
becomes the gatekeeper. In the tenure and promotion process, racial and gender dynamics and 
identity politics in the classroom as well as the students’ subjectivity in the teaching evaluations 
need to be taken into account for faculty of color or those who teach about race because they receive 
more negative evaluations (TuSmith 2002). Contributions of faculty of color in committee work 
and search committees, mentoring of students of color, and community organizing need to be 
valued as much as publications and scholarship. Faculty and administrators need to go beyond 
implementing color-blind policies and have awareness of their social positions and apply critical 
analytical skills to see how race and gender impact the recruitment and retention as well as the 
tenure and promotion of faculty of color. Such understanding will create a more welcoming place 
for faculty of color. 







A power analysis needs to be applied to tensions between faculty rather than seeing them as per- 
sonality conflicts. Especially when the conflict is between people of color, the supervisor often fears 
taking sides for fear of being called a racist. However, racism, which tokenizes of people of color and 
creates divisions within communities of color, is what created this tension in the first place. Therefore, 
white supervisors/administrators/colleagues hiding behind neutrality only perpetuates white privilege. 
People of color also need to reflect on their actions and be aware of their complicity in oppressing 
others. Awareness of social position and self-reflexivity for all faculty is important in this situation. 
In curriculum development, search process, committee work, or in the interactions with colleagues, 
students, and community members, organizing and using anti-racist values towards reaching a com- 
mon vision is essential. Institutions may operate from the culture of fear and scarcity, which promotes 
individualism and competition. However, collaboration fosters community, collegiality, and dialog, 
rather than territoriality, competition, and protection of power and status. Anti-racist organizing 
involves sharing, helping, and collaborating rather than competing and taking from others. It follows 
an open, transparent, and democratic decision-making process, rather than secretive, exclusionary, 
and manipulative procedures. Anti-racist organizing is about equalizing power differentials by being 
fair, inclusive, accountable, and ethical to one another. We need to have the humility to listen and learn 
from others and to constantly self-reflect on our white privilege or internalized racism. 
Applying anti-racist pedagogy in our work with our colleagues and committees in our department, 
college, and university means having the critical analytical skills, being aware and self-reflexive of our 
own social positions, applying power analysis, decentering power and authority, incorporating collab- 
orative and democratic decision-making processes, and creating a sense of community. It is a more 
open, transparent, and inclusive process rather than one that is controlling, secretive, and exclusionary. 
However, this is very difficult work and requires the ongoing support of colleagues and institutions 




Anti-racist pedagogy is not a prescribed method that can simply be applied to our teaching, nor does 
it end with incorporating racial content into courses. More importantly, anti-racist pedagogy is an 
intentional and strategic organizing effort in which we incorporate anti-racist approaches into our 
teaching as well as apply anti-racist values into our various spheres of influence. It requires the pro- 
fessor’s humility, critical reflection of our social position, and commitment as we begin and continue 
to confront our internalized racial oppression or internalized racial superiority and how those impact 
our teaching, research, and work in the university and community. This is an ongoing process that 
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Session Seven - Strength in Community: Accountability & Action 
Facilitator(s) One faculty member, one staff member 
Learning 
Outcomes 
After participating in this session, participants will: 
● learn the experiences and understand the racial realities of their peers 
● participate in critical reflection about their teaching practices 
● develop an action plan to continue antiracism work after the workshop 
● identify their community connection to hold themselves and each other 
accountable 
Purpose This session is designed to close the entire workshop series. Participants will take the 
time to read and reflect upon their own racial realities and share them in community 
with their peers. Participants will also connect on the basis of shared disciplines or 
shared interest in order to create action steps and accountability systems for next steps, 
post-workshop. 
Allocated time 90 minutes 
Materials needed ● Projector 
● PowerPoint 
● Group Communication Guidelines (posted as a reminder) 
 
Setup o Set up PowerPoint & computer 
o Post Group Communication Guidelines on wall 
Session Outline/ 
Details 
● Intro/Reflection Question (10 mins) 
o Question of the day: How do you feel you have grown over the last six 
weeks? 
o Introduction question serves as a space for faculty members to begin 
thinking about the topic of the day 
o Faculty members will take 3 minutes to write down their own answer to 
the reflection question 
o Participants will then take 3 minutes to share with a partner 
▪ While participants are sharing with a partner, facilitators will walk 
around and engage in discussion/check in with participants 
o Facilitators will invite faculty members to share their reflections in the 
large group  
▪ Facilitators will guide discussion and affirm participants’ 
engagement and experiences 
▪ Facilitators will address any important or significant political or 
world events that have taken place during the last week during this 
time, if applicable, in order to use current news as a learning tool.  
▪ This will be helpful in the identity development of White faculty 
because it will show them that there are events that take place in the 
world that are related to race every day and it is important to 
acknowledge those events 
 





o Participants will break into groups of three and find a private space to read 
their racial realities 
o Each participant will read their own story aloud to their group members 
o Group members will give feedback, ask questions, and provide responses 
to the person sharing their story 
o Each group member will be given 20 minutes to read their piece in its 
entirety and hold discussion about their piece with group members 
o The purpose of this activity is to share community and to practice active 
listening 
 
● 5 minute break 
 
● Continuing the conversation & community support (10 minutes) 
o Facilitators will assign groups based on shared disciplines 
▪ General Ed 
▪ Social Sciences 
▪ Humanities 
▪ Natural Sciences 
▪ Business 
▪ (etc.) 
o Groups/pairs may combine if there are not enough people represented from 
each group 
o Groups are to take 5-7 minutes to brainstorm about the ways in which they 
would like to move forward within their discipline or in their personal lives 
using what they’ve learned in this workshop 
o Facilitators will call the group back together and ask groups to share 1-2 
ideas that they came up with in order to support others through their 
brainstorming process 
 
● Closing (5 minutes) 
o Facilitators will share the things that they have learned, the things that have 
impacted them over the last six weeks and they will share the things they 
hope for in the future 
o Facilitators will thank all participants for engagement and participation in 
the workshop 



















Evaluation of Workshop Content 
 
1. I feel that as a result of this workshop, I am now able to discuss my identity and 
position as a White person and faculty member 
 
Strongly disagree      1 2    3    4    5    Strongly agree 
 
2. I have a new understanding of the history of racism in higher education 
 
Strongly disagree      1 2    3    4    5    Strongly agree 
 
3. I understand the meaning and implications of a Predominantly White Institution in 
higher education 
 
Strongly disagree      1 2    3    4    5    Strongly agree 
 
4. I feel comfortable addressing negative emotions from White colleagues and students 
about race 
 
Strongly disagree      1 2    3    4    5    Strongly agree 
 
5. I can define racial battle fatigue and I understand the impact that it has on students 
of color 
 
Strongly disagree      1 2    3    4    5    Strongly agree 
 
6. I learned the multitude of ways that racism occurs on both the micro/individual 
level and the macro/institutional level 
 
Strongly disagree      1 2    3    4    5    Strongly agree 
 
7. I understand the meaning of antiracism and antiracist pedagogy 
 
Strongly disagree      1 2    3    4    5    Strongly agree 
 
8. I have identified action steps to move my antiracism journey forward  
  
Strongly disagree      1 2    3    4    5    Strongly agree 
 
9. Facilitators of this workshop were prepared and knowledgeable about the content 
 





10. Please outline your experience and any feedback about workshop content here. 
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